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Cardinal Isidore, c. 1390-1462

A member of the imperial Palaiologan family, albeit most probably illegitimate,
Isidore became a scholar at a young age and began his rise in the Byzantine
ecclesiastical ranks. He was an active advocate of the union of the Orthodox
and Catholic churches in Constantinople. His military exploits, including his
participation in the defense of Constantinople in 1453, provide us with eye-
witness accounts. Without doubt he traveled widely, perhaps more so than any
other individual in the annals of Byzantine history: Greece, Asia Minor, Sicily,
Russia, Poland, Lithuania, and Italy. His roles included diplomat, high ecclesi-
astic in both the Orthodox and Catholic churches, theologian, soldier, papal
emissary to the Constantinopolitan court, delegate to the Council of Florence,
advisor to the last Byzantine emperors, metropolitan of Kiev and all Russia, and
member of the Vatican curia.

This is an original work based on new archival research and the first mono-
graph to study Cardinal Isidore in his many diverse roles. His contributions to
the events of the first six decades of the quattrocento are important for the study
of major Church councils and the fall of Constantinople to the Ottoman Turks.
Isidore played a crucial role in each of these events.
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Preface

In contemporary academic scholarship, the field of history is often viewed
as a branch of literary studies. To a certain degree, this is true. However, our
approach in this study is to treat each of these disciplines as co-partners, for
both disciplines are dependent upon original source materials that we employ
extensively in our research topic. It is true that each of the fields of study
scrutinizes the materials, one from the perspective of literary analysis, and the
other from a search for internal evidence illuminating the role of individuals
in diverse encounters and revealing evidentiary information for its historical
significance. To cite the importance of the historical process, we quote James
Howard-Johnston, who elaborates:'

History 1s not a social science. Historians handle data — gathering, sorting,
patterning — rather than constructing theories. They deal with a bewilder-
ing array of particulars — individuals and groups, places of every conceiv-
able sort (from the smallest of localities to whole continents), times, actions
and processes (slow- or fast-moving, gentle or violent), structures (whether
the built environment in town and country or the institutions developed
by human societies for the ordering of life), thoughts passing in and out
of minds (only to be grasped if articulated in words), thought worlds (the
immaterial structures of minds linked together in social networks) efc. efc.
There 1s no question of exactitude in history. If calculation of the eftects of
a single wave in the sea or a slight breadth of wind in the air is beyond the
capacity of the swiftest and most capacious of computers, it is inconceiv-
able that useful general laws of human behavior in social aggregates can
ever be formulated, when thoughts are continually bubbling to the surface
in billions of minds, when gestures and actions are continually setting in
motion causal chains which have no end. No, the historian is, first and
foremost, a sleuth, seeking out data and clues to data, trying to understand
the surrounding world.

It is in this context that we approach the study of a significant individual, Cardi-
nal Isidore, who contributed much to his age, but also added to the inconclusive
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circumspections of that period. And yet, we employ throughout this work liter-
ary analysis in our examination of original texts, without which there would
exist a vacuum in this study.

Isidore over a span of a half century demonstrated that he was a complex
individual, involving himself in sundry activities (literary happenings, writ-
ing, textual transmission, and manuscript copying; diplomat, high ecclesiastic,
theologian, and soldier, among other undertakings) and significant histori-
cal events (to cite at this moment but two from among many, especially the
Council of Ferrara-Florence and the fall of Constantinople in 1453). It is not
our intention to evaluate his personality from the perspective of psychohis-
tory, for this would lead us through endless mazes from which we could not
extricate ourselves. Rather, we see Isidore from the perspective of his actions
and accomplishments, his successes and failures, and numerous other activities.
To say that he was an enigmatic figure with a strange personality would be
a misstatement of the evidence at hand. He did influence prominent people,
both lay and ecclesiastic, and was involved, even if minimally, in the main intel-
lectual movement of his age — the Renaissance. We have attempted, then, to
reconstruct a picture of him that exemplifies all his strengths, accomplishments,
and even shortcomings.

This study is based upon extracting significant information from primary
sources, since the extant secondary literature is at time erroneous, lacks meticu-
lousness in providing historical information, and advances interpretations that
cannot be supported by the primary sources. This is not to say that the primary
sources themselves do not also contain erroneous and contradictory informa-
tion, for indeed they do. Our approach has been to carefully weigh all source
materials for relevancy, historical accuracy, and literary achievement. The pri-
mary sources were obtained from leading depositories, whose archival hold-
ings are extensive. Our leading source for manuscripts was the Vatican Library,
which provided us reproductions of countless materials, including documents
and letters, among other texts. We were fortunate to avail ourselves of printed
sources, some of questionable editorial quality, but nonetheless useful. As our
bibliography demonstrates, our secondary source list is extensive. We had to
garner every conceivable tidbit of information to understand the role that Isi-
dore, in his many capacities, played in his time that indeed was an eventful age.
To support our study of this high churchman, we have provided quotations
from the primary source materials in their original languages with accompany-
ing English translation. What emerges in our study is a fresh and perhaps a new
critical understanding of the contributions of Cardinal Isidore to the historical
record and the literary world of the fifteenth century.

Walter K. Hanak and Marios Philippides

Walter K. Hanak, a close friend and a scholarly collaborator for over three
decades, died on January 28,2016. By that time we had compiled an early draft
of this study. It fell upon me to complete the research, the text of the book, and
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see it through publication. Our project could not have been completed with-

out his detailed knowledge and command of Slavonic material. He is greatly

missed by his family, by his former students, and by the scholarly community.
Marios Philippides

Note
1 J. Howard-Johnston, Historical Writing in Byzantium (Heidelberg, 2014), p. 11.
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1 The rise of Isidore

1 The early years

The career of Isidore (Ioidmpog, Isidorus, Ucumops, Cumops)! spans a number
of decades, but he is largely known for his later years after he had assumed a
leadership role in the affairs of the Orthodox Church, and then in the Roman
Church following the union of churches that had been proclaimed at Florence.
Thus the latter part of his life is well documented and can be reconstructed
with a certain degree of certainty and confidence. Less documented is the
middle phase from about 1420 to his rise to the metropolitan seat of Kiev and
of All Rus’. Lamentably documented are his early years, his childhood and
youth, which an investigator faces with a certain degree of uncertainty, if not
despair, and often speculation must be, as it always has been, evoked when we
are dealing with insurmountable obstacles created by lacunae in the primary
sources, lack of information and erroneous citations in the secondary works,
and considerable scholarly controversy in all works relative to him. We have
often encountered challenging notions of who he was and what he had accom-
plished. Generally speaking, the early life of churchmen is often shrouded from
public view, perhaps viewed as a period of little consequence, and thus adds to
the mystery of who that person might be or had been. This has proven to be
a rather common practice. As Isidore’s career was spent in the late medieval
Greek world, in the early Italian Renaissance, and in the northern Slavic area,
one would anticipate a wealth of documents addressing all phases of his life.?
The Greek sources, however, are reticent about his childhood years as are the
Italian-Latin works, which become numerous after his elevation to cardinal in
the later stages of his life. We should anticipate that Muscovite sources would
provide us with additional factual information about Isidore’s birth, life, and
significant accomplishments prior to his designation as the metropolitan of
Kiev and of All Rus’, but no such vita exists by his hand; additionally, there is no
biographical information compiled by his associates and by contemporaneous
ecclesiastical scribes to enlighten us. Given the controversial issues associated
with his rise to the metropolitan seat at Moscow, his initial role at the Council
of Basle (Bale, Basil, Basel) in favor of the union of the churches and then his
major role in the Council of Ferrara-Florence to subject the Greek and the



2 The rise of Isidore

Russian Church to the pope, the absence of a vita is understandably reasonable,
if in fact it is not to be attributed to the vicissitudes of times. Its absence is an
unfortunate circumstance and has led to substantial controversy and speculation
among scholars. Thus we know of no Greek or Slavic sources that precisely
identify his family, provide us with any familial associations, or supply concrete
knowledge about his background, considerable education, and ecclesiastical
connections. The sources, particularly the secondary works, present a confusing
and puzzled picture. Isidore then remains in many respects a mysterious figure
to scholarship, as he did to the Muscovite Rus’, to the Roman curia, and even
to the Byzantine Greeks themselves. As we shall have occasion to observe, he
emerges as an enigmatic figure who appeared upon the scene at a crucial phase
in both the history of the rise of Muscovite Rus’ and then later participated in
and witnessed the end of the Byzantine Empire. For Muscovy, this was their
attempt to consolidate authority and dominion under the grand prince Vasilii
II Vasil’evich, and for the Byzantines and their last two emperors, John VIII
and Constantine XI, this was their eleventh-hour struggle to salvage remnants
of their rapidly disintegrating, declining, and territorially receding “empire,”
whose lands were being consumed through the onslaughts of the Ottoman
Turks under the sultans Murad II and Mehmed 1I.

To begin with, there survive no authoritative sources to establish his origins.?
Was he a Moreot, from Monemvasia perhaps as he seems to have been rather
attached to this Peloponnesian town, or was he born in Constantinople and
eventually found his way to the Morea? Early views by scholars suggest that he
had been born either in Constantinople or in Thessalonike, or perhaps even in
Dalmatia.* On the other hand, AW. Ziegler, citing an unknown and unpub-
lished curriculum vitae of Isidore, states:® “d’origine grecque, il était vraisem-
blablement né entre 1380 et 1390 dans la ville commercante de Monembasia
en Péloponese.” Generally speaking, the Muscovite Rus’ scribes tend to favor
Thessalonike as his place of origin,® apparently intending to link him with the
venerable monks Saints Constantine-Cyril and Methodios and their role in the
mid-ninth century conversion and Christianization of the Slavs.” Beyond this
meager information, the Slavic sources stress either his Greek roots® or identify
him as a Greco-Slav without providing additional information.” The Greek
sources as well lack specificity and remain at variance with Slavic accounts.
Isidore, according to one version popular with modern scholars who stress his
Constantinopolitan links and his assumed noble birth' without directly linking
him to a particular family,"" was born c. 1385 or perhaps c. 1390 in Monem-
vasia or elsewhere in the Morea,"” and expired in Rome on Wednesday, the
27th of April (the dates often cited as the 23rd or the 29th of April 1463 are
erroneous).” Addressing his lineage, Haris A. Kalligas has drawn an interesting
supposition that merits comment. She advances the unsubstantiated notion that
Isidore was the illegitimate son of the despot Theodoros I of the Morea, the
fourth son of the emperor JohnV Palaiologos and Helena Kantakouzene, and
the brother of the reigning emperor Manuel I1.'* Kalligas adds further:' “It is
certain that he came from the Peloponnese and that he had a special attachment
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and constant interest in Monemvasia.” However, the sources are persistently
silent concerning his origin and this silence has led to a number of widely dif-
fering opinions on it — e.g., that he came from Thessalonike or that he was of
Slav descent. This silence seems very strange regarding a person whose activi-
ties during a half century covered an area from Crete and the Peloponnese to
Russia [Muscovite Rus’], and from Constantinople to Rome, who mixed and
corresponded with the important people of his time in Byzantium and the
West, and about whom much has been written.'® The only firm conclusion
in this labyrinth of suppositions that can be made is that Isidore, from early
on in his childhood, was well connected and had the patronage of the impe-
rial family. A lowly social status would not have afforded him the education
that he received and the attention that was lavished upon him by the imperial
family. A connection with the Palaiologan family cannot be ruled out, for such
an advantage assisted in his rise to become an important ecclesiastical leader."”
Similarly, one may not be certain as to the year of his birth, but we can only
surmise and make general inferences that may lead to further complications.
If we assume that he was born c. 1385 or c¢. 1390, this would imply that when
he was assigned a defensive military role during the siege of Constantinople
in 1453 he was already advanced in age, in his sixties, and perhaps too aged
to participate in the military operations and direct combat, with perhaps one
exception. We know from the sources that on the day of the fall and sack of the
imperial city he was riding a horse and received a wound during a skirmish.Yet
we know that he had been assigned an important military sector to defend,'®
the area in the northwest of the city near the juncture of the sea walls along the
Golden Horn with the Wall of Herakleios.!” He was familiar with the sector,
for he had been both a monk and hegoumenos (abbot) of the monastery of Saint
Demetrios® (Anuntpiov [Movn tod ay.] t@v [Tadatoddywv, Aytog Anpntpilog
glg EvAdmoptav, Ay. Anuntplog 6 Kavapng [KavaBod]).?' At that time he
would have been 68 if 1385 is the actual year of his birth (or 63 if 1390 is his
year of birth). Thereafter, he managed to have an active life for another decade
until he fell victim to a stroke and eventual death. If all this were true he would
have enjoyed a remarkable constitution and would have been in command of
exceptional physical strength and prowess in his advanced years. If, on the other
hand, we adjust the year of his birth to c. 1390, then we encounter another
challenging problem when we consider that Isidore was entrusted by Emperor
Manuel II to pronounce the eulogy for his brother, Theodoros I, on an unspec-
ified anniversary date commemorating his death. On this occasion, Isidore
would have been a young man and one may ask whether the emperor would
have entrusted such a serious and demanding task to a youth, unless he was an
immediate descendant of Theodoros, as was custom.?? If indeed that is the case
and the youthful Isidore was entrusted with such a task, is it possible that he
had very close ties with the imperial family; perhaps he was even a close blood
relative of Theodoros I, an illegitimate son, and a nephew of Manuel I1.* Or
does this occasion imply that he was a child prodigy in public speaking and that
was the reason why he was chosen to pronounce the eulogy? His participation
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in the operations of the siege of Constantinople in 1453 and his active role in
the defense suggest that, at the time of the siege, he was perhaps in his fifties,
but even that age would make him too young to pronounce a speech composed
by the emperor in the second decade of the fifteenth century. Conversely, if he
had been approaching his twentieth year when he gave this oratorical recital,
then he was too old to actively participate in the defense of Constantinople,
escape with a head wound, and survive another ten years. His actions on the
fateful day of 29 May 1453, may have been occasioned by a momentary urge to
defend Santa Sophia, perhaps to earn a martyr’s death in doing so, in spite of his
advanced age. Given the chronological constraints combined with the lack of
evidence, a tentative conclusion may be reached that would suggest that Isidore
was born c. 1390. That date concurs with the years of his education, the rudi-
ments of which could not antedate 1400, with the recitation he provided as a
talented young man while still in his teens, and would not preclude his limited
combat experience, perhaps directing his troops from the safety of the walls or
limited and light military activity during the actual operations in the defense
of Constantinople in 1453. Moreover, this date would also allow him another
decade to recover from the wound that he had received on the day of the fall
and sack and his subsequent debilitating adventures, only to fall victim to a
stroke in the next decade and die soon thereafter when he was in his seventies.
That Isidore died in Rome on Wednesday, 27 April 1463, has now become an
indisputable fact,* contrary to the earlier given dates.

We may state with some degree of certainty that Isidore received a signifi-
cant portion of his education in the Greek imperial capital,” whether he was a
native of that city or was a recently arrived émigré from the Morea. If he had
actually been born in Constantinople, his early years would have been marked
by the traumatic and intermittent land blockade conducted by the Ottoman
Emir Bayezid I, which began in 1394 and lasted, on and off, until 1402 and
the monumental battle of Ankara.?® During the years of the prolonged block-
ade the population of Constantinople suftered greatly, along with the institu-
tions that had been traditionally supervised by the court and the church. The
terrible economic conditions, the inclination of its citizens to abandon their
traditional homes, the acute spread of the plague within confined quarters,”
and the general dissolution of society robbed the imperial capital of its numer-
ous institutions that must have included the educational as well, which had
to be revived after the elimination of Bayezid and the return of the emperor
Manuel Palaiologos to his capital following his long absence in the West in a
vain search for aid.? It has been implied that Isidore traveled to Constantinople
in the retinue of Manuel upon his return from the West in 1403.% Manuel had
slowly made his way to Italy and had departed Venice for the Morea in mid-
April 1403. There, Manuel was reunited with his wife and family. While in the
Morea he also took considerable time to resolve a number of problems and
finally reached his imperial city in June of 1403.

When still in Venice, Manuel II was joined by his friend, the famous intellec-
tual and teacher of ancient Greek, Manuel Chrysoloras, who then accompanied
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the emperor on his return voyage to Constantinople.® Is it possible that Manuel
IT recalled his friend from the West in order to revive the state of education
in his imperial capital, which obviously had suffered during the long Otto-
man blockade? The education system in Constantinople had to be restored. For
Manuel, its revitalization was of immense interest for he himself was an intel-
lectual® and clearly he had an intense concern for education.” Exactly who
taught Isidore, where he studied, and what subjects he excelled in cannot be
established with certainty.*® Given the literary interests that he later exhibited
in his own writings, letters, and essays, he received training in the scriptures, in
the Church Fathers, and in laws governing the different dioceses and ecclesias-
tical jurisdictions. In addition, a prerequisite would have been solid training in
ancient Greek and specifically in the Attic dialect favored by the intellectuals
of the period. He was certainly comfortable in corresponding with the other
humanists in Italy in Attic. In Constantinople he had studied in the company of
notable Italian humanists, including the famous Guarino dei Guarini of Verona
(1374-1460).** Isidore’s association with Guarino provides us with the pos-
sibility of identifying a probable teacher. Guarino, we know;, followed Chryso-
loras to the imperial city and became one of his disciples in the summer of
1404.% Can we then conclude that Isidore received instruction, together with
his friend Guarino, under the direction of one of the most famous teachers of
Greek, Manuel Chrysoloras? Isidore’s training must have included calligraphy
and the transcription of ancient manuscripts. It is not generally known that
numerous manuscripts copied by the hand of Isidore survive and are of the
highest quality.* Isidore’s career shows that he had received a considerable edu-
cation under a great master, who could have been the famous Chrysoloras.”” In
his later years after the fall of Constantinople, Isidore borrowed books from the
Vatican Library that reveal an intellectual bent with a keen interest in antiquity,
ethnography, astronomy, and the occult.*® The rudiments, if not actual advanced
study, for his considerable command of literature must have their roots at this
early stage in his career. However, his instruction under Chrysoloras had fre-
quent interruptions. In 1404 and again in 1405-1406, Chrysoloras traveled to
[taly.*” If in fact Isidore had been under the tutelage of Chrysoloras, his studies
must have come to an end in 1407, when Manuel II dispatched Chrysoloras
to western courts in an endless search for military aid. His travels took him as
far away as Spain. This was the great teacher’s last voyage to the West* and he
never returned to Constantinople.* But by the time of his departure, Isidore
must have been quite an accomplished pupil, for he emerges in history soon
thereafter.

The earliest work associated with Isidore is in fact the funeral oration that
Emperor Manuel II composed for his brother, Theodoros I of the Morea,*
which has created considerable confusion among scholars® concerning the
actual date of its composition and the occasion or perhaps the occasions at
which it was pronounced by Manuel II and/or Isidore himself.* At a later
date,® Isidore composed a speech in honor of Emperors Manuel II and John
VIII, and spoke of the circumstances that led to the composition of Manuel II’s
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eulogy for his dead brother. This lengthy and in many aspects tedious speech
required substantial time to reach its final form. The emperor sought schol-
arly advice on its style and composition.*® It is known that Manuel forwarded
several advanced copies of his composition to at least three scholars, whose
advice he sought and evidently whose opinions he respected. To improve it,
he requested comments on the text’s style. Thus Georgios Gemistos Plethon,
Isidore, and Manuel Chrysoloras were recipients of advanced copies.*” Plethon
submitted a few observations that survive;* whether Isidore replied we do
not know, but the probability remains high that he did. Chrysoloras’s long
reply has survived, has been edited, and printed recently.*’ This rediscovery of
Chrysoloras’s text®® has important chronological implications. The speech had
yet to be pronounced in the summer of 1414 when Chrysoloras was still writ-
ing his response.® This is to say that the oration must have been pronounced
after 1414.5% In addition, we may perhaps suggest that the speech was delivered
before 1417.In the summer of 1417,> Manuel II wrote a letter to Guarino and
asked him to translate the Greek text into Latin or into Italian.** Manuel must
have been proud of his accomplishment and elated upon its reception by the
audience at Mistra. The conclusion that we may reach suggests that the speech
was pronounced after 1414, but before 1417.

Isidore himself writes of the circumstances of his delivery of Manuel II’s
funeral oration in the letter that he addressed to the emperor, which in fact
is a report of his arrival in the Morea.”® We would place this letter as the
first surviving letter that Isidore composed when he took up residence in
the Morea, for it was written soon after he pronounced half of the speech at
the ceremony, that is, soon after his arrival in the Morea.*® It is in fact more
than a letter. It constitutes a report on his voyage and the opening passages
address the situation and the conditions that he encountered in the Morea.
He apologizes for not immediately writing and excuses himself for his lack
of education (Guovoio) and his inability to express himself (0 pn cOv dpy
dvvachat Aéyewv . . . kol TV sl dowalecfat Emedev), which forced him
into a temporary silence. These are fopoi within the genre of epistolography
and indicate the literary “humility” that declares the writer’s pretended lack
of education.” Isidore highlights this point by declaring his familiarity with
Attic Greek and with the style and language of Plato and Demosthenes, as he
humbly states that only these authors could speak it properly.®® After a few
more formalities, Isidore states that he intends to give a brief statement of his
experiences, which he asserts are in sore need of a much more sophisticated
literary talent than his own.>

He appears to be astonished at the local customs of the inhabitants of the
Morea and expresses surprise at their character, which he judges to be rather
primitive and barbaric, especially since their cruelty “surpassed that of the Scyth-
ians.””® Once he arrives in Mistra, the capital of the Morea, his tone changes.
He has found a haven of civilization. There he maintains a watchful eye over his
manuscript and reveals nothing of its contents, suggesting in a classical reference
that he retained a silence befitting an initiate into the Eleusinian mysteries.®' He



The rise of Isidore 7

does not wish his audience to gain an “advanced look” at the emperor’s speech

before the appointed day, even though his arrival and the impending address

apparently and speedily became “the talk of the town” (“winged rumor was

faster than a bird”).*® Isidore describes the ceremony in the same letter, which

also reveals that it was on an unspecified anniversary of Theodoros’s death:*
GAL éwmel Tolvoy Tikev 1) wpobeopia kol 1 Huépa Tod Etovg, kad' fiv O
£0ENUOVUEVOG HETESTN TdY OO, TehevTh 88 Emi Tfide yiyveton, &gt 68
&v tavtn kol 10 Piriov [ Ewmitdgioc 100 Moavound] dvaywvockesbot,
WPV pEV 6 WAVTO EpLoTog Kol Aopmwpotatog decmwotng [@eddmpog B,
wopiv 6€ Kol O Apylepevg Kol 1 yepovaio 0& kol wdv 6Gov EKKPLTOV Te
Kol KoBopov oD iepatikod KataAdyov. Kol Tod dNpov 8¢ 0Vdels Gwiv.
cuvéppeoV Yap dmavteg Eml TV akpdacty pdiiov §j tdv Oivpwiocty
ayovev ol Ogotai. KOAOV Tolyopodv £50KEL KOl WPOGTHKOV PO TG
teleTig TOV Emitdgiov avaywookeshat, kol 6 100 BifAiov SoKoulotrg
[Toidmpoc] émi T0UT0 WPOEKAAETTO. O O& 0VY VWNKOVEV, £TEPOIG TODTO
POOK®V WPOGNKELY. KOl 01 HEV EVEKELVTO, O O€ OVK €vedidov, ¢ Kol O
SecwoTNC WapekeheveTo, £1EE TG EKeivov WPOSTAYLATL, KAl dveyivmoke
pev éavaotdg, NKpo®dvio o0& Gwovieg . . . deénet 8¢ tod Piffiiov 10
fiov. ém’ ékeivn 0 [aliig 0 KaAOG AveyivoKE, TO HEV WPMTOV Npéua
Kol OPOA®G TNV NYD TELTOV, KATA LIKPOV O £TL TNV QOVI|V VBEPAIPOV
€ OldTopov TL Kol yey@vog 6cov Te €xpflv Kol M TaElg AmnTel Tod
AOYOL . . . €lmev &V TIC POVGIKAG . . . TOVTOLS [T0ig dkpoaTaic] 88 TO
Sépuov Eppel kpovvndov kai 1o Gobua cuveysg EENEL KepavvOpEVOY T®
TG AW@NG YPpDOUOTL O O1) STHOG EKWEWANYUEVOLG EDKELGAV .. ..

The appointed day came and the day of the year, which marked the
anniversary to the eulogized man’s death, arrived. A ceremony was held,
during which the book [the speech of Manuel] had to be read aloud.
Present were His Excellency, the most illustrious despot [Theodoros II
Palaiologos of the Morea], the chief priest [bishop/metropolitan], the sen-
ate, and all the prominent individuals and the holy members of the eccle-
siastical hierarchy. No citizen stayed away. All crowded to the recital; their
number surpassed the number of fans in the Olympic games. So it seemed
that it was the appropriate and the respected time for the Funeral Speech
to be read aloud, before the formal ceremony, and they urged the bearer of
the book [Isidore] to proceed. But he would not obey and kept saying that
this task should be given to others. They persisted, but he would not yield.
Finally the despot himself urged him and he had to obey that order. So he
rose and began reading aloud. All listened . . . and he went through half of
the book. . .. From that point on the good man Gazes began reading. At
first he did so calmly and smoothly with a resounding voice, which, in a
short time, he raised to the high level that was required by the arrangement
of the speech. ... One might think of him as a musician . . . the audience
cried rivers and poured out sighs mixed with the colors of grief. The peo-
ple appeared thunderstruck.
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It is understandable that Isidore could not finish the reading of the speech.
It was too long® and if indeed Theodoros had been his near relative or even
his father, he may have been overcome by emotion. Gazes’s first name is not
provided but it appears almost certain that he was the person who went on
to become a famous humanist, Theodoros Gazes.*®® It has been also suspected
that he may have been Demetrios Gazes, a minor personality of the period.®®
Moreover, we wonder whether the audience could actually be moved to tears,
for it is certain that the vast majority of them would have been unable to com-
prehend the difficult and tortuous text of Manuel, couched in classical Attic,
an idiom that was no longer immediately nor easily understood by the average
Greek, excepting the intellectuals, who had received serious training in classi-
cal Greek.®” Thus, in terms of chronology, this letter of Isidore, recounting the
recitation of the emperor’s oration, amounts to his first definitive public appear-
ance. After his description of the ceremony, Isidore reverts to comparisons of
similar speeches in antiquity and concludes his letter to the emperor.*®

It is also noteworthy that the “book,” as Isidore labels his manuscript that
contained the address,”” has survived and is a masterpiece, both in terms of cal-
ligraphy and of art history. Isidore himself thus reveals two important talents —
that of a manuscript copyist and an exceptional calligrapher. There survive
seven other manuscripts that contain the speech of the emperor, but none are
of the same quality nor contain a portrait. The exquisite nature of this par-
ticular manuscript would explain why numerous individuals in Mistra wished
to examine the text, but Isidore would not grant permission to anyone to
peruse it before he delivered the speech.”’ The enclosed portrait of Manuel 11
in tempera, gold, and ink on parchment bears an inscription in red ink, which
duplicates the formal signature of the emperor in official documents: MovounA
&v X<pot>@® 1@ O<e>d wIoTO¢ Paciiedg Kol avtokpdtop Popaiov o
IaAotordyoc, “Manuel in Christ the God the faithful king and emperor of the
Romans [Greeks| Palaiologos.” The illuminated portrait depicts the emperor in
formal attire with crown and prependulia, a scepter crowned with a cross, and the
akakia, a silk pouch filled with earth. He is clad in the odxkog péhag, the impe-
rial black tunic decorated with the gold loros, the medieval Greek descendant
of the Roman trabea triumphalis that was draped about the shoulder and around
the waist.”!

2 The sojourn in the Morea and the letters of Isidore

In his letters, composed after his arrival, Isidore does not appear to have been
enamored with his Peloponnesian surroundings, but appears rather disap-
pointed. He leaves the impression that he longed for Constantinople and its
literary environment. Perhaps he was not impressed with the local conditions,
as he makes clear in his letter to the emperor.”? The letters to his friends are
more explicit in details and his complaints seem to multiply with each written
communication. Even though he seems to suggest that he misses his friends
with whom he is corresponding, we form the impression that a great deal
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more is at stake than just the friends that he longs for. We wonder whether his
departure for the Morea had been forced upon him; thus, he was an unwilling
traveler to the despotate and had been ordered there by the emperor himself
for unspecified reasons. In the final analysis, he seems to have found the new
environment rather objectionable. As a consequence, his complaints about life
in the Morea to his friend in Letter 3,judging from the letter’s tone, are striking;
the friend must have been aware of his feeling, since he had accompanied him
when he boarded the ship for the Morea. At that moment, Isidore had promised
his friend that he would send frequent letters:”® oic0o 8¢, 6T WPOGEIHOVTES
Vudg évePaivopev T vii, 6Tt 6L pEV WOPEKEAEVOV KOL WEUTEWY KA1 WLKVA
[ypappartal], Nueig 0¢ ypijcbat og 101G ic01g A&loduEY, ATNYOPEVES OE ADTOC
000oudG. Woiel Toivuv TovTi, “you know that when I was about to board the
ship, that you, in our conversation, asked me to send many [letters] and often,
and that I demanded the same of you and you accepted this condition readily.
So please do it.” The letter demonstrates that Isidore really desired to leave the
peninsula and to return to Constantinople and to his circle of scholarly friends.
He expresses this wish in classical terms:"* @woAAdkig pacOny tiic Aaddrov
VNG, EQoa ¢ Kol TO WTVOV ALdg Gpupa, STOS APKOiuNY T LETO TOPA
col. Eémétuyov 0¢ oVdEOoTE, “how greatly did I miss the craft of Daedalus!
I even looked for the winged chariot of Zeus to bring me to you as speedily
as possible! I ended up in perpetual frustration.”” He furnishes a list of items
that he was missing, which his friend in Constantinople was enjoying; this
listing implies that Isidore was sorely lacking such amenities in the despot-
ate: Constantinople’s handsome porticoes, beautiful churches, elegant houses,
and the quality and abundance of various edible items whose superiority was
unsurpassed.”

Some time after his arrival in the Morea, Isidore became a victim to the
plague. He survived as one of his early letters to Guarino attests:’® @ptt T0d
HETOTDOPOL THV ToD BEpoug dpav dradeEopévon vocsodvtt vOGoV pokpay Kol
Bapeiav, v Aomdon, “it was in the fall, right after summer, that I endured
a long and difficult illness that was related to the plague” Perhaps the year
can be established with some degree of certainty. In the so-called “Short/Brief
Chronicles,” we encounter mention of the plague affecting the Peloponnese
and two possible dates can be reconstructed for this affliction. One records the
year as 1409,”” which is enumerated as the seventh visitation, and the second
for the year 1417.Thus again we encounter the same chronological discrepan-
cies for the early career of Isidore. Since in 1407 Isidore was still resident in
Constantinople, under the new chronology through a process of elimination
the year 1417 must be the date when Isidore suffered his bout with the plague.
It further makes sense that he survived the epidemic of 1417, as he had prob-
ably developed some immunity to the affliction during his crucial childhood
years. Had he been younger, that is during the first appearance of the plague in
1407, he would have been more susceptible to the extremes of the disease. The
appearance of the pestilence in 1417 is counted as the eighth attack in a brief
chronicle:”™ &tovg ‘gdkg” €yéyovev 10 dydoov Oavotikov, “in the year 6926
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[anno mundi, that is 1417] the eighth attack of the deadly disease occurred.”
Unlike the seventh visitation, the eighth was more serious as notice of it is
made in the literature of the period. Thus Sphrantzes states that Lady Anna of
Muscovite Rus’, the child-wife of Manuel’s son, John VIII, died in August, a
victim of the plague.” He further adds that the outbreak began in the winter
of 1416/1417 in the Black Sea region and then progressed to Constantinople.®
He elaborates that the plague had aftected other areas, in addition to the impe-
rial city.®! Moreover, he assigns the outbreak in Constantinople to the “spring
and summer,”®* perhaps with the climax, which took away Lady Anna of Mus-
covite Rus’, occurring in August. The death of Anna is also cited by Doukas
who agrees with the statements of Sphrantzes.*> Doukas further adds that it was
the bubonic plague.® These dates are in agreement with the period that Isidore
was also afflicted.®® Isidore emerges as one of the few fortunate individuals
to escape the consequences of this epidemic and to recover, even though the
sources note that this wave of bubonic plague claimed numerous victims.*

Isidore continues by expressing his best wishes for his friend’s health and
then mentions their “old friendship,” undoubtedly referring to the days when
they were students together in Constantinople. He then adds in simile that
old friendships can be cultivated to become even stronger with the passage of
time before he moves on to hint that he expects more letters from his friends,
voicing a complaint that we encounter in all his letters at this stage.” The next
important section of the letter to Guarino informs us of the classical interests of
Isidore. He clearly had undertaken the task of supplying ancient works (copied
by himself perhaps) to his Italian friend:*

déxov totvuv duo tovTOlG TOIG YpAupact TV T Egvopdvtog Kvpov
Avépactv tov te Oikovopkdy, Kol cov antoig Tov ovte wng Tépava q
Topavvikov Emypapopevoy, apiotov PTopog EpLoTta cuYypaupata, o
oM oot whvta dekviEY pEALEL TO TE TAV YPOpUATOV KAAAOG TV TE mEPT
Tadto petd cwovdiig OpdTTa. EEEic 8¢ G Npt, GOV ye Tij Tod Beod
Bonoeig. Koi T tod ZOpov Zopocotémg. i 81 olov 0° fuiv yévorto,
My ko T Tod cuyypapéng “Abnvaiov kat odThV TV Tod Hpog dpov.

Together with this letter accept Xenophon’s Anabasis and Oeconomicus,
in addition to the work normally entitled Hiero or Tyrannikos, the outstand-
ing writings of an excellent rhetorician, which will demonstrate literary
beauty and accurate style. You will have, by spring, with God’s help, the
works of the Syrian from Samosata [Lucian]. If I can manage it at the same
time next spring you will also receive the works [Deipnosophistai] of the
author Athenaeus.

It 1s unclear whether Isidore sent ancient manuscripts to Guarino or cop-
ies that he had made from ancient manuscripts. Most probably, they were his
own transcriptions and had been copied by Isidore himself, who was involved
in this activity throughout his lifetime. Thus he was quite accomplished in cal-
ligraphy and was an avid copyist of ancient works even in his later years.* After
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all, the beautiful manuscript of Manuel’s address had been copied in Isidore’s
calligraphy.” Moreover, the promise that he would send by springtime Lucian’s
and Athenaeus’s works suggests that at the time he transmitted his letter he was
engaged in copying the voluminous works of these authors and that he needed
time to finish this task. It is plausible that he was already at work transcribing
these works, but had to stop when he became ill. He was by the fall prepared
to resume the task. The despotate of Morea and its capital, Mistra, at the time,
had been centers of ancient learning and had attracted a number of intellectu-
als who were interested in antiquity, including the famous Georgios Gemistos
Plethon.”” Less prominent were other individuals and scholars, some of whom
were in fact members of Plethon’s circle, if not actual disciples, and who regu-
larly transcribed ancient works.”? If one had need of a classical work, one might
have had good fortune in the Morea, for it possessed a number of well-stocked
libraries.”

At the conclusion of this letter, Isidore reveals another interesting aspect of
his personality. He had an unquestionable interest in the occult. He complains
to Guarino that the horoscopes that he had requested had not reached him.
This was for him a vexing matter, which he couches in a witty yet rather force-
ful way:™

a yop @wolat pev avtog Voioyvod, HAwlov ¢ &yd AaPelv. Aéym Om Tovg
awo TV dlov KdOdkag, tva 6& kol odoIg Eketvav dvapvicn, obmen map’
MUV €yévovto, AL 00O T0 dPOoKOTELN. | ToivVv BATTOV 0VTH WERDE,
K&V T00T® wOAMY EE® oot Xapw, 1 Ppaddvovio @wepl TOG VBOCKECELS
v 1oig dpeilovov £Em, Kal avtl ToD yaptv eidéval £yKaielv ot pdilov
avoykacOncopat.

I was hoping to receive what you had promised me: I mean the sheep [=
parchment] codices (so I may refresh your memory). Neither they nor the
horoscopes have reached me. Either send them soon so I may be in your
debt or you may delay to fulfill your promises and I will count you among
my debtors and, in fact, instead of owing you a favor, I will be forced to
place a charge against you.

Isidore remained a believer in horoscopes to the end of his life. In 1453, he
was convinced that the final assault against Constantinople was launched by the
sultan on the day and at the hour that had been suggested to Mehmed II by his
group of astrologers, as he declared to his friend Bessarion in a letter dated in
Creta, die sexta Iulii anno Domini M°CCCCLIIP,“in Crete, July 6, 1453 A.p.”:%

inter haec quinquaginta et tres dies Tircus consumpsit Constantinopolim obsidens
nec quicquam perfecit. Sed cum omnis cognitionis illud difficilimum est quod futu-
rum est, nobis oculos mentis occecavit, illi vero ita aperuit, ut Martem potentissimum
ac diem et horam accuratissime observaverit; habet enim diligentissimos astrologos
persas, quorum consiliis ac iudicio fretus summa quaeque ac maxima sese consecutu-
rum sperat.
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The Turk [Sultan Mehmed II Fatih] wore down Constantinople in fifty-
three days of siege, but was unable to prevail. Prediction of the future is
a very difficult task and our mind’s eyes become blind. Yet, the future was
revealed to him so that he reserved the mightiest attack for a specific day
and hour. He has, after all, very energetic Persian astrologers on whose
advice and judgment he relies when he is about to pursue the most dif-
ficult and worthiest operations.”

In his second letter to Guarino,” Isidore first praises his friend’s talent for
Greek, and expresses admiration about his ability to learn the language and
to be bilingual. He first cites that he could not control his joy when he read
Guarino’s letter to his circle of friends and, in a classical mode that would be
so dear to a humanist, states that he was so captivated by the letter as if he were
a member of Odysseus’s crew charmed by the song of the Sirens.”® He then
praises Guarino for glorifying his city and Italy with his scholarship, as he has
also decorated Greece with scholarship.” Because of his ties to Greece and
a deep command of classical scholarship, Guarino is, according to Isidore, a
“Panhellene” (ITaveAAnviog). Isidore suggests, in what he thinks is a flattering
comment, that Guarino has less in common with Cicero and more in common
with Aelius Aristides and Demosthenes. Then Isidore adds that “as yet the horo-
scopes have not arrived,” obwm yap fike wap” Huiv T8 dpockoweio. Perhaps it
is best to assume that this letter, Regel’s Letter 2, precedes his Letter 1. It appears
that Guarino dispatched his epistle in the spring. Isidore then replied (Regel’s
Letter 2) and requested horoscopes, which had not arrived. Isidore after that
went through his illness and in the fall wrote a stronger letter (Regels Letter
1) emphasizing his previous request and adding as an incentive his copies of
ancient works.

This examination of the early letters brings into question the old assumption
that the manuscript presents the letters in a chronological order. This assump-
tion can no longer be considered valid, as the chronology has changed. The
impression was that all these letters were written soon after the arrival of Isidore
in the Morea, which scholars used to date to c. 1407. Because of the circum-
stances of the delivery of the emperor’s speech we now know that this event
took place one decade later, and this new chronology affects the date of the
composition of the letters also. Probably the earliest letter is the one addressed
to Manuel I, as it contains the fresh impressions of Isidore with regard to the
Peloponnese, along with his account of his voyage, and his report on the recital
of Manuel’s Funeral Speech.Yet in the manuscript, this letter appears as the fifth
epistle, as it was published in this order by Regel. Moreover, there is reason to
believe that the letter addressed to Khortasmenos is an early letter by Isidore,
while he was still longing for the amenities of Constantinople. While this let-
ter appears as the fourth, it seems to have been written after the fifth. The first
and second letter to Guarino come after Isidore’s illness, that is, after the letters
to the emperor and to Khortasmenos, and the second letter to Guarino, we
believe, is the first epistle that Isidore wrote. In conclusion, we have to observe
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that the order of the letters in the manuscript compilation does not preserve
the actual chronology and the logical sequence, contrary to what scholars have
assumed thus far.'®

Further, a group of eight early letters were published long after Regel’s edi-
tion.'” These eight letters are included in the same manuscript compilation,'*
but they are not as informative about Isidore’s personal life as the Regel letters.
They are more concerned with Isidore as an ecclesiastic and as a public figure.
The first letter in this group is addressed to someone who was a close relative/
friend of Isidore, of whom it has been noted'® that nothing more can be gath-
ered from the correspondence. He appears to have been a resident of Patras,'™
and Isidore labels him an “Achaean,”'® as he, in his archaizing language, so
styles the quattrocento Patrenses:'"

€wEoTEMAES YOP KOl DG IA0G AANONG TPOGS PIAETV £100TaL Kol MG £E EKeivg
Elkwv TV celpdv Tod Yévoug Nowep Kol Mueic. 10 yévog Te £pikeg Thv
ouyyéveldy 1€ Nowdlo Kol petd 0appovg Eypares. Ev 6¢ povov Nuiacey,
ceddpa 8¢ 1 Mviooev. v 88 éxeivo wolov; Epackeg &v ToVTOIG MG 7
wOppw Tod YEVOUC HudV antdg 7| un ye TodT0 GAL’ &yyig, dowep ovv
VweEPOWTIKOT TIveg Mels kai dAaloveg kai oy obt® Aoyilopeda. GAL™ &
wOWOV o€ £@WOG EPKOC PUYEV A3OVT®V,'” Avop@dv PEATIoTE. €W TIvL Yap
NRETG ETépw pdAlov adyoduev §| coi; ti &° Ao BérTiov Niyovueba Tiig te
ouyyeveiog Tiig ofg TS Te eIhiag; Tivog d™ v wpodkpivauey Etatpiov TG
ofiG paAAOV;

Indeed you sent [the letter] as a true friend to one who knows what love
is and who also shares the same descent with you. One matter bothered me,
and it bothered me a great deal. What is it? You said, among other things,
that either you were far removed from our family or, if this is not the case,
and you are close, then I was looking upon you in some form of snobbery
when [ failed to take it into account. My best friend: what word escaped
the barrier of your teeth? Can I boast of a better friend than you? What
is dearer to me than our family relationship and your friendship? Whose
company would I choose over yours?

The only hint of a date for this short letter comes near its conclusion:'® 60gv
oM ovvapovuévov Beod 0DKETL WOPP® TAOV iavvovopiov KoAovodv, GAL
€yyottepov EAmIG Nudc detkveliohot wap Vudc Tovg Ayaiolg, “so, with God’s
will, no later than the kalends of January, I hope to come to you Achaeans.” The
year is not mentioned but it is clear that Isidore’s health is strong and he can
travel, so the least that may be said is that he had totally recovered from his bout
with the plague. Therefore, the position of this letter within the correspond-
ence corpus must follow Isidore’s letters to Guarino, and the cited dispatch
cannot be earlier than January 1420.'%

The remaining letters, as they stand, cannot be placed in chronological
order. The first of those letters'!” is addressed, according to the opinion of one
scholar,'"" to the despot of the Morea, Theodoros II Palaiologos. Of interest
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are the opening statements, for they indicate that Isidore had a deep interest in

ancient Persia:!'?

0 pgv odv Poacihel tdv Iepodv Aptatépén ceddpa katadvutoy &86Ket,
v TI AT SDPA WPOGAYWV, KAV 1| BAVL GLIKPE, peTd WOAC sioekdmle
govoiog. @ 81 kol wote wepi ta¢ Tod Ydhowov &yxbag wapovtl Tdv
YEPYOOVTOV EKEIGE TIC, paAo @EVNG, GALA Kod undEv ETepov Exmv, @ TOV
Baciréa deEidoetal Tiig evvoiag Kol povng xmpis, Awo Tod wopaTuyOVTOg
wotopiov Peduotog WAoo Tag YEpag To0T® oot de&lodpal, enoi,
hopwpotate Pactiénv. kol Og poda pev Nobeic €mi T 100 WPOSHyovTog
g0voig, 60odpa 8 kai £otdv olog fv Emideifar BovAduevoc, peyding
OV yempyov Ekeivov Néimoe Tiig kndepoviac. yhiovg yoap xpucivovg
£€0mpnoato Kol TV dmopioy EAvce T@ TEVNTL GAAL TODTO pEV wEPL
€Kkeivov Kol @woAVG TV Euyypapéy 0 AOYOGS.

The Persian king Artaxerxes found it extremely moving when someone
brought him gifts, even though they were of very small value, since they
were brought with good will. At one time, there was a very poor farmer
who lived near the banks of the Hydaspes River and had nothing other
than his good will alone to bring to his king. So he filled his hands with
water from a river stream that happened to be there and said: “Most illus-
trious king: I bring this as my gift.” The king was very pleased with the
bearer’s good will and, wishing to match the good will, he took great care
of that farmer. He gave him one thousand gold pieces and erased his pov-
erty. There are many such stories and many authors have told them.

What is of importance here is the manifest interest of Isidore in ancient
Persia and Perserei, in general. He must have acquired this inquisitiveness about
ancient Persia and its great kings while reading classical literature, an interest
that remained with him throughout his lifetime. Later he attempted to contrast
an “ancient oracle” supposedly dating from the time of Xerxes’s invasion of
Greece in 480 BC; again in 1453, when Constantinople was under Ottoman
attack he remembered the ancient attempt of the Persian king. Isidore and his
learned friend Leonardo of Chios found time in 1453 to compare Mehmed II
to Xerxes and to associate the sultan’s operations to those of the great king.'”
Clearly, Isidore’s attention to the classical era developed at an early age. Isidore
probably wrote the next two letters to the despot of the Morea as well. They
are composed in a witty style and, like the first letter, underscore the poverty
of the Moreots."

In the years from 1420 to 1430 we find Isidore in the Morea, during which
period the Palaiologoi launched an offensive against the remaining local Latin
lords. Three Palaiologan brothers, Theodoros II, Constantine XI, and the
emperor himself, John VIII, conducted the offensive. Their primary target was
the Latin lord Carlo Tocco, who had directed raids deep into Greek territory.
The focal point of the Greeks was their concern about Tocco’s control of
the stronghold of Glarentza, which provided him with a secure and fortified
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base for operations within the despotate. From Glarentza Tocco extended his
attacks into Elis, as far as River Alpheios. For the time being, Theodoros did
not attack Tocco directly, as he was busy with a campaign against Centuri-
one and the Venetians. Tocco then furnished a casus belli in 1427. Matters now
reached a turning point.'” In the fall of that year some Albanian groups under
the protection of Theodoros brought their herds to the valleys of Elis, their
customary winter grazing quarters. During the winter months, Tocco’s men,
confronted with a scarcity of food, raided the camps of the Albanians in search
of foodstufts. The ensuing Palaiologan land operations against his raids were
indecisive and the result was inconclusive at best, even though some modern
historians would have us believe that this Greek campaign resulted in total suc-
cess.'"® Nevertheless, their offensive culminated in a Palaiologan naval victory.
This sea engagement took place near Actium, the site of Octavian’s victory
against Mark Anthony, and in the area where later the monumental battle of
Lepanto was fought, that is, in the vicinity of the Ekhinades (Curzolari) islands
in the Ionian Sea. The “fleet” that John VIII had earlier assembled was placed
under the command of Leontaris'” and was dispatched to confront the enemy
armada.Tocco had summoned ships from the lonian Islands and from Epiros as
well as reinforcements from Marseilles. Tocco’s admiral was his own son, Tur-
nus/Turno. The battle resulted in a decisive victory for the Greeks. The Latin
armada suffered heavy losses and Tocco’s own nephew was captured during
the course of the battle while Turnus, the commanding admiral, barely escaped
with his life.

The reason we know of this engagement is that Isidore took up the pen and
composed a very long Panegyric. The work is important, even though formally
speaking it is intended to be a communication. Within this oratorical text there
is embedded a substantial amount of history. In a number of sections, Isidore
plays the role of a historian who has preserved for us an account of this cam-
paign.'"® It was indeed a major victory for the Byzantines, the last at sea to be
won by a Greek fleet until the nineteenth century. Sphrantzes, Khalkokon-
dyles, and the short chronicles maintain a strange silence concerning the naval
engagement. Perhaps their failure to record the event suggests that it was not
viewed as a triumph at that time. Yet Isidore, the supposed author of the Pan-
egyric, had no reservations, for he fully realized the importance of the battle. It
turther seems safe to assume that Carlo Tocco viewed this encounter and its
outcome as a major setback for his cause, because soon thereafter he displayed a
willingness to negotiate with the Greeks.""” He retreated from the Morea under
an arrangement that removed the stigma of humiliation and became a relative
of the imperial family through marriage.

It is possible that Isidore was attached in some capacity to the headquarters
of the brothers during this period. Not long afterward he returned to Con-
stantinople. Is it possible that he returned with John VIII to the capital in 1428
and that his Panegyric was the triumphal announcement of his return? Near the
end of the summer of 1428, John, in the company of his brothers, Constantine,
Thomas, and Theodoros, rode from Mistra to Corinth. At Kenkhreai, the port
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of Corinth, the emperor embarked and left for the capital. Sphrantzes furnishes

details on his voyage:'?

oi 8¢ aderpoi . . . ékafarrikevcav Opod kol awiAbov péypt kol Tig
KopivOov. kol 6 pév Pactheds EuPag €ig Ta KATtepYn GWEWAEVGEY €iG TV
Kovetavivov@moly, 0 8¢ decwdg kvop Oeodmpog dwmijlbev dwicbev
TNV aOTNV 030V TV eépovcay &ig Tov MulnOpav.

The brothers . . . traveled on horseback to Corinth. There the emperor
embarked and sailed to Constantinople. Lord Theodoros, the despot,
returned to Mistra by the same road.

Was Isidore a member of the emperor’s retinue on the return journey? The
answer to this question is difficult to expound upon, for the evidence is incon-
clusive and is subject to speculation at best.

We do not know what activities occupied Isidore upon his return to Con-
stantinople, perhaps as a member of the imperial retinue. It is possible that he
did not remain in Constantinople for long, as there exists a manuscript, an
autograph, that suggests that soon after his arrival in the imperial city, Isidore
embarked on a journey, probably to the Morea, but his ship encountered a
storm, was blown off course, and made landfall in Sicily."””' The note penned
by Isidore does not state the year of this journey. It is a journal entry that, nev-
ertheless, furnishes the day-by-day progress of the ship. Since the days of the
week and the month are mentioned, we can make a simple calculation based
upon the Julian calendar that was then employed. The year of the journey is
1429 and this is the only year in which the days coincide with the month cited
in the note.

If indeed Isidore is the author of this note and not simply the copyist of
another individual’s journal, we can then conclude that he had not remained
in Constantinople for an extended stay upon his return with the imperial train.
Further, if the note refers to Isidore himself, then this was the first notice that
he had traveled abroad and only through the chance of adverse weather condi-
tions. His later travels would carry him through various parts of Europe. The
text of this unintended voyage and a translation follow:

i 18" t0d ZemtepPpiov Nuépa [épmt pecovon avnibopey gig v vodyv,
Kol Tf) aoth Eowmépag, Tod opilovtog obmm oD dutikod EwmiPaivovtog Tod
NAiov, Gpavteg ta iotia, e0Kpoel T@ avéum dt° OANG WALOVTES TG VOKTOG
8o, Eo wepi ™ Hpotcdvvnoov &yevouedo, elta T 1" 10D Avépov vaovtog
@AV, wavnpéplot pukpov wapnAbopev tiig [pouovvioov. tig avTig 08
Nuépag wepi deidny dyiav yeipetot foppdc EDKPATAC, Kol WALOVTEG LEYPL
10D pecovuktion kol Emékewva, mepl TV Adpyakov €yevoueda, EvBa al
TpMPELg vofcacol Tdv Bevetikov, ékeloe vavioyodoatr mpocLmVIOV
Nuig kol ta iotio kataipewy €kélevov. O On Kol yeyovdg, Gykvpdv
1€ Wpoowpvicapey péypt TS Em. elta dpovteg T ioTio wovnuépiot
dekmievoopey tOv t€¢ ‘EAMomovtov kai v Tévedov mopnueiyapey Kot
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NUiv cuvemitifepévon Tod Kopod, Kol v viKTa wacav g00vg Xikehiog
gmAéopev. TNV & K™ fuépav péTplov yivetal T0 wveDHo MG HOALS KIVELV
T0 totio. Tf] 6& Ko Nuépe TeETPAdt EmAéopey wavnuéplot avépnm Poppd
€0KPaET 0VY OPAVTEG YTV LETA TNV EcmEPa TG 10™ (Tyouv v Agvtépav).
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APukog v Melitny molopkel vijoov kot thv ['6lav. EENrovta 6 Tprpelg
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kot Tdv Kapynooviov. aAd koi Aoog Emiele Zoppakovsiong koi Mudg
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AN Spog TOV v Zuppakodoals Aowov Nynoduevol PEATIOV 10D TV
BapPapwv decpod kai povov, wept TV Kenv tod avtod punvog EENAbopey
TS VN®OG Kol wapd TV StyAMGo® ZiKeAD wpoceEevmbnuey.

Voyage to Sicily (Sept. 15—=26, 1429)

1 On September 15, a Thursday, at high noon, we boarded the ship and
during the evening of the same day, as the sun was about to reach the
western horizon, we made sail and with a favorable strong wind we sailed
through the night. It was dawn when we found ourselves about Proikon-
nesos. Then on the 16th the wind failed and died. After a whole day had
passed we were still close to Proikonnesos. Late at sunset of the same day a
favorable steady north wind arose and we were able to sail until midnight
and beyond, and we reached the neighborhood of Lampsakos. The tri-
remes [galleys] of the Venetians had put about in anticipation of our arrival.
They came to meet us and urged us to lower our sails. We did so, dropped
anchor, and waited for daylight. At dawn, we made sail and in one day we
sailed through the Hellespont, passed by Tenedos, and on a straight course
reached Sigrion that evening. It was the 17th of the month. During the
night the wind dropped and we just made it to the neighborhood of Sky-
ros, which we kept to our right.

2 On the 18th, a Sunday, propelled by a weak wind, we passed on our
right Euboea and Makronnesos; by evening we could just see Melos. Then
there arose a mighty wind from the north and all night long without sails
we were pushed on and by dawn we reached the vicinity of Kythera, where
the wind turned the sea ugly. We were unable to reach Kythera. The force
and violence of the wind persisted throughout the day of the 19th and we
were pushed toward the Libyan Sea, barely making out the tip of the Pelo-
ponnese by Methone. We were about 700 stades from Libya [= Africa]. We
had been brought so far by the mighty wind and by the Sicilian merchants
who resisted any attempt to approach Methone because a pirate ship that
lurked there bent on preying on any vessel that happened to come by, as
the admiral of the ships at the Hellespont had reported.

3 An argument thus arose on board. Some urged that we reach Methone
and others argued an opposite course. The persistence of the latter won the
day (as they were also assisted by the tempest) and we sailed all night long
toward Sicily. On the 20th the force of the wind dropped and became so
moderate that it hardly filled the sails. On the 21st we sailed all day long
under a favorable strong north wind. From the evening of the 19th, that
is Monday, we were out of sight of land. It was almost evening when the
atmosphere suddenly changed and a great storm arose. Numerous thun-
derclaps and a downpour overtook us. Three times we were compelled and
forced to lower our sails that night. We were in terrible danger all night
long, but at dawn our woes found some relief. But then again about the
fifth hour of the day there was a storm and the clouds all around sent sheets
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of rain. In addition, there were storms called “tempests” and again we were
forced to lower our sails three times. Thus we spent all of the 22nd in dan-
ger. But relief came at nightfall that we spent under a mild wind and similar
was the situation all day long on the 23rd and on the 24th.

4 On the 25th we saw land at dawn. It was the region of Calabria. We
realized where we were and, as the wind all day long guided us toward Sic-
ily, we at last reached Syracuse on the 25th of September. The voyage had
taken ten days. But we were not permitted to enter the harbor in peace.
We put out our stern cables, since the Syracusan authorities hastened to
take up our sails and our steering oar. They asked the captain to disembark.
They disclosed that a Libyan armada had laid siege to the island of Melite
and to Goza.They said that there were sixty friremes [galleys] and ships that
were transporting four hundred horsemen. The Libyan armada was 700
stades from Syracuse. We discovered that another twelve vessels had been
detained and that they wished to move against the Carthaginians. However,
the plague was creating difticulties for the Syracusans. We too had our own
woes, for we had been infected with sore throats and fevers. The external
situation scared us, but we had our own problems on board and encoun-
tered all sorts of daily woes.

5 We concluded that the plague in Syracuse presented less of a threat
than captivity or death at the hands of the barbarians [Muslims]. Thus, on
the 26th of the same month, we disembarked and became guests in the
house that belonged to a bilingual Sicilian.

Notes

1 It is unclear from all relevant and extant sources whether the name Isidoros (hereafter
the more familiar and commonly used Isidore will be cited in this study) was his bap-
tismal name or whether he took this name upon being tonsured a monk. He regularly
uses the name Isidoros and does not allude to another, although we may suspect that,
if given another name, perhaps baptismal, it too began with an iofa as was common
Greek practice. The question is further complicated by the account of Nestor-Iskander,
which more often than not simply makes reference to an unidentified patriarch. Nestor-
Iskander provides only two citations for purposes of identification, one shortly prior to
and then another soon after the fall of the imperial city in late May 1453. He identi-
fies the cardinal as Patriarch Anastasios and later as Athanasios. It is known that Isidore
received the appointment from the pope (without the specification of a place name for
his ecclesiastical jurisdiction, a situation that will be reviewed more fully in Chapter 4);
thus he had no ecclesiastical authority over the imperial city, but only over the outly-
ing territories. It is probable that upon being elevated to Latin Patriarch he assumed
another name: perhaps Anastasios or Athanasios, hence the confusion of the sources. For
the account of Nestor-Iskander, cf. N-I: for patriarch: pars. 28, 29 ff., and 81, 82; and for
Anastasios and Athanasios: pars. 68 and 81. For further commentary cf. ibid., pp. 116, 117
and n. 33; 131 n. 87;and 150, 151, and 156 n. 27.There survives a letter from a member
of Isidore’s household to Cardinal Domenico Capranica, dated 15 July 1453, that was
dispatched from Candia. The document does not identify him by name and only refers
to him as “Lord Cardinal.” Cf. CC 1: 112-119; The Cambridge History of the Byzantine
Empire, c. 500—-1492, ed. J. Shepard (Cambridge, 2008), Table 3, Patriarchs, p. 911, which
lists an Athanasios II for the year 1450 without further comment in the text; and ODB
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1, which discusses neither an Athanasios II nor an Anastasios as patriarch of Constantino-
ple for that year or the years of 1452-1453. The matter of the existence of a Patriarch
Athanasios was examined from the archival point of view and the conclusion was that
such a patriarch had never existed. On this, cf. Gennadios, Metropolitan of Heliopolis,
“Ywoiip&ev 7| 6yt Hoarprapyng Abavaciog ‘Ortyov wpod tiic Ahmoewe,” Oplodolio 18
(1943): pp. 117-123.

2 Attention is directed to a highly generalized and undocumented account about Isidore’s
life, albeit written by a modern cleric and notable scholar, Joseph Gill, SJ. Cf. his Person-
alities of the Council of Florence and Other Essays (New York, 1964), pp. 65—78.

3 The situation is succinctly summarized by W. Regel, who edited and published the
carliest surviving letters of Isidore, Analecta Byzantino-Russica (Petropoli [St. Peters-
burg|, 1891), p. xli of the “Introduction/Procemium”: “Nous ne savons rien de certain
sur origine d’Isidore.” A.M. Bandini, De Bessarionis vita, rebus gestis, scriptis commentarius
(Rome, 1777), col. 904, was the first scholar to provide us with a list of the surviving
compositions of Isidore. More recently, cf. Erika Elia, “Un restauro di erudite: Isidoro di
Kiev e il conduce Peyron 11 della Biblioteca Nazionale Universitaria di Torino,” Medio-
evo Greco. Rivista di storia e filologia bizantina 12 (2012): pp. 71-85; and esp. M. Manfredini,
“Inventario dei codici scritti da Isidoro di Kiev,” Studi Classici e Orientali, 46/2 (1997):
pp. 611-624.

4 Bandini: “Sa ville natale parait avoir été Constantinople ou Thessalonique.” The identi-
fication of these cities as Isidore’s birthplace is cited in several studies: A. Chacén [Ciac-
onil, et al., Vitae et res gestae pontificum romanorum et S.R.E. Cardinalium ab initio nascentis
ecclesiae usque ad Urbanum VIII, 1 (Rome, 1630): col. 903: Isidorus Thessalonicensis monachus
S. Basilii, et abbas S. Demetrii Constantinopolitani, Archiepiscopus Ruthenorum. . . ; Bandini,
ch. 8, addendum 15, states with a hint of preference that Isidore’s birthplace was Thes-
salonike, but concedes that “others” favor Constantinople instead: Isidorus patriam habuit
Thessalonicam vel Constantinopolim, ut alii tradunt; and J.-P. Migne, PG 161 (Paris, 1866),
p. iii f. Migne was perhaps the earliest scholar to make this association when he edited
PG 159 (Paris, 1866), cols. 943—944, and in the introduction to one Latin letter that
Isidore addressed to Christendom on the fall of Constantinople. Migne cites: Isidorus
Thessalonicensis, monachus Sancti Blasii [correctly Basilii?], et abbas Sancti Demetrii Constan-
tinopolitani, archiepiscopus Ruthenorum, cum ad concilium Florentinum in consortio Bessarionis
venisset . .. Isidorus quidem sub titulo presbyteri cardinalis SS. Petri et Marcellini. . . . Concern-
ing a monastery of Saint Blaise (Ay. BAGG106) two are identified from the sources: one
in the vicinity of the cistern of Mokios in the area of the Golden Gate and a second,
perhaps misidentified or misstated by Joannes Dominicus Mansi in his Sacra Conciliorum.
Nova, et Amplissima Collectio, in qua preeter ea, quae Phil. Labbeus, et Gabr. Cossartius. . . 31
(Venice, 1793), 1040 C, that reads: 6 wote 11yoduevog tod ayiov Blaciov T'eppavog. Cf.
R. Janin, La géographie ecclésiastique de I’empire Byzantin. Part 1: Le siége de Constantinople et
le patriarcat cecuménique, 3: Les églises et les monastéres (2nd ed., Paris, 1969), pp. 64, 65.

5 “Isidore de Kiev, apotre de I'Union Florentine,” Irénikon 13/4 (1936): p. 395. Cf. idem,
Die Union des Konzils von Florenz in der russischen Kirche, Das ostlichen Christentum 4/5
(Wiirzburg, 1938), pp. 56, 57, for an expanded discussion of Isidore’s roots. A Latin ren-
dition of this curriculum vitae appears in Isidorus Arch. Kioviensis et Totius Russiae, Sermones
inter Concilium Florentinum Conscripti. . ., eds. G. Hofmann, E. Candal, and Cardinal Julian
Cesarini, CFDS, series A, 10/1 (Rome, 1971), pp. vii, viii. It is apparent that Ziegler, Hof~
mann, and Candal had utilized the same curriculum vita that may be included in Isidore’s
papers that were donated to the Vatican Library in 1928.

6 Among the prominent Muscovite Rus’, Russian, and Slavic sources, G.Vernadsky, The
Mongols and Russia, A History of Russia 3 (New Haven and London, 1953), p. 308,
identifies Isidore as a “Greek” or “Hellenized Slav”; whereas in idem, Russia at the Dawn
of the Modern Age 4 (New Haven and London, 1959), p. 12,Vernadsky states that Isidore
was a Greek born in Salonika (Thessalonike). H. Paszkiewicz, The Making of the Rus-
sian Nation (London, 1963), pp. 47 n. 187, and 56, concurs with Vernadsky concerning
Isidore’s roots. An older eighteenth-century Russian historiographical tradition states
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that Isidore was a Greek born to a noble family in Dalmatia. On this ¢f.V.N. Tatishchev,
Hcmopus Poccuiickaa [= A History of Russial, 5 (Moscow-Leningrad, 1965), pp. 242
and 244. Beyond this meager information, little is added in Slavic works. There is no
firm evidence that Isidore was fluent in Old Slavonic, Medieval Rus’, Bulgarian, or other
Slavic languages, nor have any documents survived demonstrating his skills at writing in
Old Slavonic or medieval Bulgarian that would explain his roots. He may have had an
elementary training in these languages and possessed a reading knowledge of them, but
did not feel comfortable to demonstrate a written skill. This is illustrated in Codex Vat. sl.
14, a Slavonic breviary, a Mass-book, perhaps dating to the period of 1453—1463, which
was transcribed by an unnamed scribe familiar with Church Slavonic and the theologi-
cal formulations of the Council of Ferrara-Florence. Isidore appended a Greek notation
of his acceptance of the transcription. On this cf. I. Dujaev, “Un fragment des »Notitiae
Episcopatuum Russiae«, Copié par Isidore Ruthenus,” 3PBH 11 (1968): pp. 235-240,
esp. 236. Haris A. Kalligas, Byzantine Monemvasia: The Sources (Monemvasia, 1990), p. 160,
advances the plausible notion that Isidore may have received training under the metro-
politan of Monemvasia, Akakios the Elder, who maintained a monastery school (pre-
sumably at Kontostephanos), where Slavonic languages were taught. The school became
notable for producing several candidates who later became metropolitans of Kiev and
of All Rus’ or played other leading roles in Byzantine-Rus’ ecclesiastical and cultural
relations. Cf. A-E. Tachiaos, “The Testament of Photius Monembasiotes, Metropolitan
of Russia (1408—1431): Byzantine Ideology in XVth-Century Muscovy,” Cyrillomethodi-
anum 89 (1984-1985): pp. 77-109; repr. in idem, Greeks and Slavs: Cultural, Ecclesiastical
and Literary Relations (Thessalonike, 1997), pp. 365-397.The claim that he was somehow
a Hellenized Slav from Thessalonike appears purely speculative, although it is a topic that
requires more substantive scholarly scrutiny. The poem of Ubertino Pusculo, who wrote
in Vergilian hexameters, is an eyewitness account of the siege of Constantinople in 1453.
He states that Isidore was from the “city,” that is, Constantinople. But Pusculo could have
been misinformed, as he did not have access to the imperial court or the Constantino-
politan leadership; he probably had no personal contact with Isidore before the fall of
1453. Cf. Ubertino Pusculo, Constantinopolis libri IV, in Miscellanea di varie operette, ed. G.
Bregantini, 1 (Venice, 1740), I1.216: Nam genus is [sc. Isidorus| magna Danaum ducebat ab
urbe. Also SF, ch.1,no.1.7.

Two notable studies on the Cyril-Methodian tradition and its continuing legacy com-
mand attention: E Dvornik, Byzantine Missions among the Slavs: SS. Constantine-Cyril and
Methodius, Rutgers Byzantine Series (New Brunswick, 1970), esp. chs. 4-6 and 9; and
A.PVlasto, The Entry of the Slavs into Christendom: An Introduction to the Medieval History
of the Slavs (Cambridge, 1970), chs. 2 and 5.

Ct. infra, ch. 3, n. 13, and the associated text from the Patriarchal or Nikon Annal, that
identifies Isidore as a Greek; modern Russian/Slavic scholars, cited supra, n. 6, have either
overlooked or have ignored this citation of ethnic identification.

According to one opinion, but common among nineteenth-century Russian church
historians, Isidore had Slavic origins, or was perhaps a Bulgarian “by descent.” Cf. Regel,
p. xli, n. 3. Among the Russian church historians, Filaret, archbishop of Chernigov,
Bus. Hcmopus pyccxoii yepxsu. I[lepuoov Tpemmii, oms pazobaunis MEmMpononii 00
yupedcoeuia nampiapuiecéa (1410-1588 2.) |= The History of the Russian Church. The
Third Period: From the Division of the Metropolitanate to the Establishment of the Patriar-
chate (1410-1588)], 3 (4th ed., Chernigov, 1862), p. 68 n. 154, relates: Barukanckoe
n3Bhcr’e 006 yH'n (cnaB. Pyk. N° 12) Ha3siBeTh Mcumopa ciioBakoMb; 910, BbposiTHO,
MO €ro 3HaH I0 CJIaBsiH. A3bIKa [= Vatican information concerning the Union (of
Churches) (Slav. ms. no. 12) identifies Isidore as a Slav; this is probable by his knowledge
of the Slavic language]. Further, Makarii, archbishop of Kharkov, Istor'q russkoj cerkvi
6b nepiogo MoHronsckivi (= A History of the Russian Church in the Mongol Period) 4,
Book 1 (St. Petersburg, 1866), p. 106, states: ToCTIbIIMIN HA3HIUTE Ha Kabenpy pycckoit
mutpononiv Mcunopa, porom bonrapuna [= Isidore of Bulgarian stock hastened to set-
tle upon the Russian seat of metropolitan]. Of course, such views of ethnicity must be
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rejected, as Regel realized, through the unambiguous statement of (Michael) Doukas,
Bolavrivotovprixn Totopio, trans. B. Karales, Keipeva Bulavtiviig ‘Totoproypaeiog 7
(Athens, 1997), that Isidore was “Roman [Greek] by descent,” 36.1 (pp. 480—483): 10v
wote dpylemiokomwov Pwaciog Toidwpov . . . Pouoiov 10 yévog, and 40.5: avtod tod
vévoug [I'pacod] dv. Ct. Doukas, Decline and Fall of Byzantium to the Ottoman Tiirks: An
Annotated Translation of “Historia Tisrco-Byzantina,” trans. H.J. Magoulias (Detroit, 1975),
36.1 (p. 203). Further, in this citation Doukas perhaps incorrectly identifies Isidore as
“Cardinal of Poland”’; the correct form from the Latin is “Cardinal of Ruthenia.” Doukas
may have been aware that Isidore, following the Council of Ferrara-Florence, had been
awarded high episcopal authority by the papacy, that is, jurisdiction over the Rus’ resid-
ing within the Polish-Lithuanian realm.This may have prompted Doukas to provide the
designation of “Cardinal of Poland,” albeit incorrectly.

In the “Praefatio” of the volume dedicated to Isidore, Analecta Ordinis S. Basilii Magni.
Miscellanea in Honorem Cardinalis Isidori (1463—1963), 4 (10), fasc. 1-2 (Rome, 1963), pp.
vii, viii, Athanasius G. Welykyj/Welykyi summarizes the Slavic position:

Lsidorus Thessalonicensis, vel rectius Moreus (in Peloponneso) secundum alios, immo et Bul-
garus vel Constantinopolitanus ad mentem aliorum, natus est inter annum 1380-1390 (].
Mercati). Urbs vero Constantini ei, ut videtur, natalis fuit in spiritualibus, forsan in ipsis initiis
saec. XV Variis vicibus in patriam redux (1407, 1417, 1430), ibi etiam curriculum monas-
ticum ingressus est in monasterio S. Michaelis in Monembasia. Mox tamen aérem natalem
cum illo Constantinopolitano permutavit, ubi, post exant lata opera et onera, in monasterio S.
Demetrii hegumenus conspicitur et ut talis actor historiae temporis devenit.

This citation raises several questions. First, unless Janin, 3: 337-350, has overlooked a
monastic institution bearing the name of Saint Michael at or near Monemvasia, none
is so identified. No monastic foundation charters could be found to clarity the matter.
The only monastery in the vicinity of Monemvasia is Kontostephanos, which we address
infra, n. 13. For a resolution of the statement that ““a monastic institution [bore| the name
of Saint Michael,” Kalligas, Byzantine Monemvasia, p. 176, makes an interesting observa-
tion concerning the monastery of Saint Michael and writes:

It is known that after Manuel’s visit to the Peloponnese in 1415-16 a tax was levied
for the defence of the Isthmus of Corinth. . .. It has been assumed that it is from
this tax that Isidore tried to relieve the Helikovounites and his interest arose from
the fact that their town had been ceded a few years earlier to the metropolitan of
Monemvasia in whose services Isidore was. He himself resided in the monastery of
Kontostephanos nearby and had even composed a mass for the Archangel Michael to
whom the monastery was dedicated.

Cf. ibid., n. 128.

Giovanni Mercati, however, in his Seritti d’Isidoro il Cardinale Ruteno e Codici a lui Apparte-
nuti che si conservano nella Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Studi e Testi 46 (Rome, 1926), pp.
12,13, furnishes a somewhat different interpretation of Isidore’s birthplace, date of birth,
and familial association, and other evidence. He, citing Codex Vat. gr. 914 and contrasting
the information with Palatino gr. 226, writes:

in alter parole, viene a meno la ragione di distinguere i due Isidori, monaci e scrittori
entrambi, ed entrambi originarii, come sembra, della Morea e del pari interessatisi
per Monembasia — probabilmente la patria — nello stesso giro abbastanza ristretto di
tempo che corrisponde presso a poco all’episcopato di Fozio in Russia. Perche — si
badi — 1° il Ruteno vienne detto senz’altro « natione graecus ex Peloponneso»
dall’autore dell’ Andreis e da Pio I1, quasi che fosse una cosa notoria, sicura,in Roma circa
il 1462; e I'lsidoro del Vatic. Gr. 914 ci si dimostra non solo vissuto parecchio tempo
nel Peloponneso, come gia osservarono il Regel e il Pierling, ma imparentato con
un letterato di cola, e quindi non difficilmente di famiglia peloponnesiaca ach’egli.
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Perché 2° come il Ruteno nel 1429 c. — sia che stesse ancora in Morea (appresso le
navigo nel settembre di quell’anno, v. p. 58 sg., e 1a trovavasi circa il 1430), sia che fosse
a S.Demetrio in Costantinopoli...—...ch’era stata concessa dal despota Teodoro Pale-
ologo e confermata nel 1405 dall'imperatore Manuele al metropolita Acacio, atfinche
si celebrassero due messe settimanali per i due figli di Teodoro cola sepolti; terra nella
quale penso che Isidoro allora abitasse.

Cf.ibid., p. 12 n. 2, and p. 13 nn. 1-6.

In the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries there were a number of Slavic pockets or set-
tlements throughout the Morea and Thessaly. Cf. D.A. Zakythinos, Oi ZAdfor év EAdor.
2oufolai gig iy Totopiov 100 Meoouwvikod EAAnviouod (Athens, 1945), pp. 61-66 and
passim. In addition, cf. N. Nicoloudis, Laonikos Chalkokondyles. A Translation and Commen-
tary of the “Demonstrations of Histories” (Books I-III), Historical Monographs 16 (Athens,
1996), pp. 126, 127, 170 n. 90, 288, 289, and 342 n. 40; and H. Ditten, Der Russland-
Exkurs des Laonikos Chalkokondyles, Berliner Byzantinistische Arbeiten Band 39 (Berlin,
1968), pp. 26, 27; 68, 69; 114-116 n. 148; 135 n. 225; and passim.

Ct., e.g., P. Pierling, La Russie et le Saint-Siége. Etudes diplomatiques (Paris, 1896), p. 7 and
passim. He 1s deferential toward Isidore, because of his role as an imperial representative
at the Council of Basle and then the leading Muscovite ecclesiastic at the Council of
Ferrara-Florence, and often writes of him in glowing terms without providing docu-
mentary evidence to substantiate his statements.

Ibid., p. 7. Pierling, herein, associates him with a nameless famille illustre. It is unclear
whether the author is linking by implication the metropolitan of Rus’ with the Palaiolo-
gan family or another notable noble family.

12 J. Gill, “Isidoros, Metropolit v. Kiew u. ganz RuBland (1437),” Lexikon fiir Theologie und

13
14

Kirche 5 (Freiburg, 1960), pp. 788—789, more generally ascribes his birth either to the
1380s or 1390s in Monemvasia.

Ct. infra, ch.7,n. 122.

Kalligas, Byzantine Monemvasia, p. 170. On Helena Kantakouzene Palaiologina, cf. D.M.
Nicol, The Byzantine Family of Kantakouzenos (Cantacuzenus) ¢. 1100-1460. A Genea-
logical and Prosopographical Study, DOS 11 (Washington, DC, 1968), esp. 135-138 and
passim. For sources on the Palaiologos family, cf. the works of Dolger and Papadop|o]
ulos/Baloglou cited below. Theodoros had been married once, to Cleopa, by whom he
had a daughter Helena. After Cleopa’s death Theodoros never remarried. On this, cf. S.
Runciman, “The Marriages of the Sons of the Emperor Manuel II,” in Rivista di Studi
Bizantini e Slavi: Miscellanea Agostino Pertusi, 1 (Bologna, 1981), pp. 279, 280 and n. 18
for the documentation. Further, Kalligas, Byzantine Monemvasia, p. 170 n. 98, states: “It is
tempting to speculate on a possible identification of Isidore with one of the mysterious
bastard sons of Theodore I, whose traces cannot be found anywhere.” Barker in MP, p.
272, stresses that Theodore “had no legitimate male heir.” M. Philippides, “The Fall of
Constantinople 1453: Classical Comparisons and the Circle of Cardinal Isidore,” Via-
tor: Medieval and Renaissance Studies 38/1 (2007): p. 378 n. 123, also emphasizes Isidore’s
close ties to the imperial family, who “was forced, at an early age, to become a monk in
order to eliminate any possible claim he might have to the throne of Constantinople.”
Ct. Alice-Mary Talbot, “Theodore I Palaiologos,” ODB 3: 2040. In the final analysis,
the hypothesis that Isidore had some imperial blood in his veins will remain an infer-
ence at best. Essentially, we lack any solid information in the literature of the period
or soon thereafter. On Theodoros I, cf. also the brief comments of Averkios Th. Papa-
dopoulos’s fundamental (“cum laude”) dissertation under Franz Ddélger, titled Versuch
einer Genealogie der Palaiologen, 1259—1453, published under the name A. Papadopulos
[= Papadopoulos] in Munich, 1938; and the modern edition of the same work by C.P.
Baloglou, I'eveaioyio tédv Holoroidywv: 1259—1453 (Athens, 2007), esp. p. 130, Tp. Zt7,
Keg. 2, No. 2.1, who refers to Theodoros’s illegitimate children in a general manner: O
Beddmpog elxe Kai i voupo wondio. Haris Kalligas does not repeat the speculation
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that Isidore may have been an illegitimate son of Theodoros in her latest study, Monem-
vasia: A Byzantine City State (London and New York, 2010), but only states that Isidore
was Emperor Manuel II's “protégé and had been offered by him his excellent education.”
It is probable that initially, after he departed Constantinople where he had received
some preliminary education, perhaps prior to 1403, Isidore was dispatched to the Morea
and specifically sent to the monastery of Kontostephanos, that bears the name of the
founding family, the Kontostephanoi, but had imperial and patriarchal associations. Cf.
PaL 2: 3, 4 n. 5. The monastery was situated by Monemuvasia, at Helikovounon, and
this may furnish a clue to why Isidore remained attached to the region. On this family
and its intermarriage with other prominent Byzantine noble families, cf. C. Barzos, H
Tevealoyia v Kouvipvdv, 1. Kévipov Bolavtivav Epevvav. Bolavriva Keiueva kol
Melérar 20a 6 (Thessalonike, 1984), pp. 262, 263. For the monastery and the documen-
tation associated with the metropolitan of Monemvasia and Isidore’s role, cf. Kalligas,
Byzantine Monemvasia, pp. 69, 159, 160, 176, 180, and 183. Cf. Cod. Vat. gr. 914 and
Palatinus gr. 226; S.P. Lampros, “Ab0 Avagpopai Mntpomolitov Movepfaociog mpog
tov Hatpiapynv,” NH 12 (1915): pp. 255-318; Mercati, pp. 9; 12, 13; and K.M. Setton,
“The Bulgars in the Balkans and the Occupation of Corinth in the Seventh Century,”
Speculum 25 (1950): pp. 502 and 525,526 n. 1.
There exists in his own writings indirect corroboration that he was a Moreot by birth.
Thus, e.g., it is evident that he had a special attachment to the Morea by various state-
ments in one of his works, the Encomium/Panegyric to Emperors Manuel II and John VIII
(cf. infra,nn. 16 and 44, and Appendix for the abridged text), as Mercati, p. 7 n. 1, astutely
realized: “La larga parte datavi ala Grecie meglio si comprende e si apprezza, ove tengasi
presente l'origine d’Isidoro ‘ex Peloponneso’.” In addition, the Andreis (complete title:
Andreis, id est Hystoria de receptione capitis Sancti Andreae, authored by Pope Pius II, who
had a long association with Isidore, cites him as a Moreot. Cf. the edition of the Latin
text by S.P. Lampros, “’H &k Tatpdv Avaxoudn tiig Kdpag tod Ayiov Avdpéov,” NH
10 (1913): pp. 3—112 (Latin text: pp. 80-112), wherein Lampros on p. 103 cites: Anno qui
praecesserat proximus percusserat apoplexies Isidorum episcopum Sabinensem, sanctae Romanae
ecclesiae Cardinalem, natione Graecum ex Peloponneso, qui olim Rossanis, borealis genti, prae-
fuerat. Following tradition, Lampros ascribed authorship of the Andreis to Alexander of
Clusium, but with some reservations. Cf. infra, ch. 7, n. 115. Nowadays it has become
increasingly clear, on stylistic grounds, that this work can be attributed to the pen of
Pope Pius II. Cf. PaL 2: 229 n. 103, who further investigates the mysterious circum-
stances of the suppression of the true authorship of this interesting work. Also cf. further
comments, infra ch.7,n. 128.
Kalligas, Byzantine Monemvasia, pp. 169—178 and n. 97.
Moreover, we may suppose that in his early years he had links with Manuel I, for he is
the only Greek author in his Encomium to Manuel II and John VIII to supply us details
of the emperor’s long voyage to the West that had taken him as far away as England. Is his
knowledge of the imperial journey the direct result of his association with the emperor?
At the very least, it implies some familiarity with the Constantinopolitan court and with
the emperor’s immediate retinue that had accompanied him to the West; on this work,
cf. infra, n. 44.
This is reported by Heinrich of Soemmern who composed an account of the adventures
of the cardinal during the sack of Constantinople and of his adventures and escape to
Crete. For this account, cf. the new edition with English translation in M. Philippides,
ed., trans. and annotated, Mehmed II the Conqueror and the Fall of the Franco-Byzantine
Levant to the Ottoman Tirrks: Some Western Views and Testimonies, Medieval and Renais-
sance Texts and Studies 302 (Tempe, 2007), pp. 121-133, esp. 128, wherein it is stated
that during the sack the cardinal was trying to rally the troops and to fight back, perhaps
attempting to make a last stand in the vicinity of the Great Church, Santa Sophia: per
hunc Machometam [Mehmed 11| capta quidem urbe, prope ecclesiam Sanctae Sophiae accessit,
putans illic esse armatos aliquot qui Turcis resisterent. In his letter to his friend Bessarion,
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Isidore also alludes to these critical hours, mentions his wounds, and reveals himself to
be an active defender in possession of considerable strength; cf. his testimony in CC
1:66:

et per immortalem Deum . . . saepius et saepius illum execratus sum ac maledixi crudelem ex
Tisrcis qui me sagitta fixit atque in sinistra capitis parte vulneravit ante ianuam cuivusdam mon-
asterii [Sanctae Sophiael, non tam acriter tamen ut eadem hora mihi vitam eripuerit, propterea
eques et attonitus et spiculum ipsum magna in parte vires amiserat.

His military role is emphasized by his close friend, his _familiaris and admirer, Archbishop
Leonardo Giustiniani; for their association and conversations during the siege, which
are echoed in their accounts of those fateful days, cf. Philippides, “The Fall of Constan-
tinople 1453: Classical Comparisons and the Circle of Cardinal Isidore,” pp. 366, 367.
Leonardo stresses the role of the cardinal in the defense of the city in no uncertain terms.
Ct. CC 1: 150: Cardinalis [Isidorus], a consilio nunquam absens, Sancti Demetri regionem ad
mare defensabat.

The founder of the monastery is identified as Georgios Palaiologos, a general during the
Komnenan dynasty. The initial date of foundation is given as the early twelfth century
and appropriately the founder selected Saint Demetrios, an early Christian martyr-saint
notable for his military accomplishments, as the patron for the new establishment. Cf. J.
Thomas and Angela Constantinidis Hero, eds., Byzantine Monastic Foundation Documents:
A Complete Translation of the Surviving Founders’ Typika and Testaments, DOS 35/3 (Wash-
ington, DC, 2000), p. 1238. Saint Demetrios is also the patron of the city of Thessalonike
where a church, but no monastery, was dedicated to him. Isidore is also associated with
the Monastery of Prodromos ([povn Tod IIpodpopov] év tf) ITé€tpe) in Constantinople.
On this, cf. Codex Monac. gr. 186, fol. 298; Catalogus codicum manu scriptorium Bibliothecae
Monacensis, 2/4: Codices Graecos 181-265 Continens/Katalog der griechischen Handschriften
der Bayerischen Staatsbibliothek Miinchen, 4: Codices graeci Monacenses 181265, ed. Kerstin
Hajda (Wiesbaden, 2012), p. 53; and accompanying literature. Also on the monastery, cf.
Janin, La géographie ecclésiastique de I’empire Byzantin, 3, pp. 421-429.

To fix a locale for this monastery within the imperial city is problematic. George Majeska
identifies the site as mid-way along the southern sea walls, “between the port of Con-
toscalion harbor and the Jewish Gate at Vlanga, near the old port of Eleutherius|.” He
dismisses the localization of Alexander Van Millingen, Raymond Janin (who, he states,
misread the travelers’ accounts, especially that of Steven of Novgorod), and Wolfgang
Miiller-Wiener. Cf. G.P. Majeska, Russian Tiavelers to Constantinople in the Fourteenth and
Fifteenth Centuries, DOS 19 (Washington, DC, 1984), p. 267. Although Van Millingen’s
testimony in part is to be questioned relative to the information that he furnishes, he
does place the monastery of Saint Demetrios very near the modern-day mosque of Atik
Mustafa Pasha, which is within the sea walls along the Golden Horn and is in close prox-
imity to the juncture of the sea walls with the Wall of Herakleios. A.Van Millingen, Byz-
antine Constantinople: The Walls of the City and Adjoining Historical Sites (London, 1899),
pp. 197, 198; further, he makes no reference to this monastery and perhaps a church
associated with it in his later study, Byzantine Churches in Constantinople: Their History and
Architecture (London, 1912), leading us to the conclusion that no church was attached to
this monastic facility. Janin, La géographie ecclésiastique de I’empire Byzantin 3, pp. 92-94;
idem,*Les sanctuaries byzantines des saints militaries,” Echos d’Orient 33 (1934): pp. 163—
180 and 331-342; ibid., 34 (1935): pp. 56-70; and W. Miiller-Wiener, Bildlexikon zur
Topographie Istanbuls. Byzantion — Konstantinupolis — Istanbul bis zum Beginn des 17. Jahr-
hunderts (Tiibingen, 1977), pp. 27, 32, 110, and 301 ff., concur with Van Millingen, and
cach provides substantial information regarding the location of this institution. Later, in
1452-1453, before and during the defense of Constantinople against Mehmed II, Isidore
contributed funds, perhaps his own private funds, for the reinforcement of the walls and
gates in this area. Further, there exists confusion in modern scholarship whether the
monastery of Saint Demetrios was a male or female institution. Father Vitalien Laurent,
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“Isidore de Kiev et la Métropole de Monembasie,” REB 17 (1959): p. 154, notes his
assignment to a convent or nunnery (couvent), hence the female monastery of Saint
Demetrios, which is improbable. Earlier, Father Paul Pierling, p. 7, does not qualify
whether it was a male or female institution. The issue has been recently resolved: an
carly fourteenth-century text, “Kellibara I: Typikon of Andronikos II Palaiologos for the
Monastery of St. Demetrios-Kellibara in Constantinople,” in Thomas and Hero, 3: pp.
1237-1253 (no. 38), and 4: pp. 1505-1511 (no. 56), establishes that from its very founda-
tion the Constantinopolitan institution like its counterpart at Kellibara in southwestern
Asia Minor was a male institution.

As we shall observe, infra, nn. 43 and 50, Isidore would have been a very young man, in
his teens, it he delivered the speech in 1409.The modern chronological evidence indi-
cates that Isidore could not have pronounced that speech before 1414, when he was in
his twenties. The new evidence revises the chronology upwards. The shift in dates makes
the role of Isidore as an orator easier to accept.

While delivering the eulogy, Isidore seems to have been greatly moved and proved
unable to complete the reading. Another person had to continue the recitation. Is it pos-
sible that a torrent of emotion overcame him, precisely because he was pronouncing a
culogy of a close relative or perhaps even of his own father? Isidore spoke of the occasion
and of his delivery in his letter to Manuel II. On his emotions, cf. Kalligas’ observations,
Byzantine Monemvasia, p. 172: “Isidore in his description carefully hides how much he
was moved. .. On this eulogy and the occasion of the delivery, cf. infra, nn. 54 and 55.
Arch. Segr. Vaticano, Arm. XXXI, tom. 52, fol. 64" (as quoted in PaL 2: 4 n. 5): Orbitus
D<omini> Cardinalis Ruteni: Anno a nativitate Domini MCCCCLXIII, die vero Mercuri
XXVII mensis Aprilis, reverendissimus in Christo pater dominus Cardinalis Rutenus appellatus
Ysidorus Rome diem suum extremum. Eius anima in pace requiescat. Ct. infra, ch.7,nn. 30 and 32.
Pierling, p. xxi, intimates that Isidore earlier was a disciple of the Neoplatonist philoso-
pher, Georgios Gemistos Plethon, at Mistra. James Hankins goes further and makes the
emphatic statement that Isidore “had almost certainly been a student of Pletho™; cf. his
“Cosimo de” Medici and the ‘Platonic Academy’,” JWarb 53 (1990): pp. 156, 157; repr.
and enlarged with appendices in idem, Humanism and Platonism in the Italian Renais-
sance, Storia e Letteratura. Raccolta di Studi e Testi 220, 2 (Rome, 2004), p. 208. Joseph
Gill, more circumspect in his research and writings, states, “Isidore probably did [study
under Plethon], for his writings at this time display a decided Platonic tendency and an
antagonism to Aristotle [which he later displayed especially at the Council of Ferrara-
Florence|.” Cf. Gill, Personalities of the Council of Florence, p. 66. However, Gill, in the
“Introduction” to Isidorus Arch. Kioviensis et Totius Russiae. Sermones inter Concilium Flor-
entinum Conscripti. . . , eds. G. Hofmann and E. Candal, CFDS, Series A, vol. X, fasc. 1
(Rome, 1971): p. vii, modifies his earlier interpretation and asserts that philosophiam sub
Georgio Gemisto Plethone studuit. If he was a student of the philosopher, then Isidore (who
was a number of years senior to Bessarion, at least thirteen) emerges as a contempo-
rary of Cardinal Bessarion, each being a student of Plethon. It is known that Bessarion
studied under Plethon in 1431, and then perhaps Isidore might have studied with the
master in the 1420s, although we have no concrete evidence to substantiate this claim.
Thus the issue is quite plausible, although Isidore himself nowhere makes the assertion
that he was a student of Plethon. It is significant, as we shall see later, that there was a
very close relationship between the two cardinals, Isidore and Bessarion, especially at
the Council of Ferrara-Florence and thereafter into the 1460s. Plethon does not associ-
ate himself with Isidore in any of his written works, perhaps for good reason since his
writings are not intended to recognize associates or students, and any such claims of a
strong bond between the two men, between teacher and student, are purely speculative.
On the importance of Plethon to rhetorical literature, Platonism, and neo-paganism, cf.
E Masai, Pléthon et le platonisme de Mistra (Paris, 1956); C.M.Woodhouse, George Gemistos
Plethon:The Last of the Hellenes (Oxtord, 1986); and N. Siniossoglou, Radical Platonism in
Byzantium: Hlumination and Utopia in Gemistos Plethon (Cambridge, 2011), among others.
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On these critical years, which would have resulted in the willing surrender of Con-
stantinople to Bayezid I Yildirim [“the Thunderbolt™], if the battle of Ankara and the
rout of the Ottoman forces by the Mongols of Timur (Tamburlaine/Tamerlane) had
not intervened, cf. now D. Khatzopoulos, Le premier siége de Constantinople par les Otto-
mans, 1394-1402 (Montreal, 1995); and the modern Greek translation by the author,
with additions: H llpatn Iloiiopkio tijc Kwvetaviivoowolews awo todg 08w uavodg
(1304-1402) (Athens, sine anno). Older literature includes MP, pp. 139 ff. and Appendix
9 for an evaluation of sources and dates; LCB, pp. 328-330; G. Roloft, “Die Schlacht bei
Angora,” Historische Zeitschrift 161 (1943): pp. 244-262; H.A. Gibbons, The Foundation of
the Ottoman Empire: A History of the Osmanlis up to the Death of Bayezid I (1330-1403)
(New York, 1916), pp. 250 ff.; H. Hookham, Tamburlaine the Conqueror (London, 1962),
passim; and S.J. Shaw, History of the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey, 1: Empire of the
Gazis: The Rise and Decline of the Ottoman Empire (1280-1808) (Cambridge, 1976), p.
307, with modern Turkish scholarship on the events.

That the plague was perhaps a more immediate concern in the decision to surren-
der the city to Bayezid has not been examined by modern scholarship. Cf., e.g., the
brief chronicle entry 22 for 1402/6910 in CBB 1: 28 (p. 184): oi 8¢ év 1] IToAet
A<o>woktovnBévieg, 6 Aaog Epuyey. EdaPov o¢ Tag KAeWdag Thg TToAewg Tveg TMV
apyovIev Koi Emopevovto v 1@ Kotvaei® mpog t0v Govitdvov — tod mwapadobijvor
v I16Awv. While the spelling of the ms. states Apoktovn0évteg, we believe that this is
a reference not so much to famine but to the plague, since both words sound identical
when voiced. It is possible that Aoywoktovn0évteg is after all the true reading referring to
the plague.That the surrender of Constantinople had become imminent is a certain fact.
The initial negotiations for its implementation may have begun as early as the summer
of 1401. Cf. RKOR 3195 (p. 74). This surrender had been discussed in detail in MP, pp.
200 ff.; and in Khatzopoulos, H Ilpcwtn [ToAiopxia, pp. 197-200. For additional contem-
porary testimonies, cf. MP, p. 207 and n. 14.

Khatzopoulos, H IIpaty [Toliopkia, pp. 228-249.

Kalligas, Byzantine Monemvasia, p. 170: “It is certain that when Manuel arrived in Con-
stantinople from the Peloponnese in June 1403, after his journey to the West, Isidore
had either traveled with him or had preceded him there.” While the evidence is far from
“conclusive,” as there are no documents to support either opinion expressed by her, we
may ask a legitimate question: Did Isidore and his talents come to the attention of the
emperor while the latter was in the Morea at this time or did Manuel decide to bring
the young gifted Moreot (his own relative in some unspecified way?) to the imperial
city to receive what was presumed to be a first-rate education? The emphatic statement
of Kenneth M. Setton, PaL, pp. 3, 4 n. 5, that “Isidore first emerges in the light of history
as a very young man in the year 1403” must also be seen as an opinion, for there are
no surviving documents that speak of Isidore at this early date. Ziegler, Die Union des
Konzils von Florenz, p. 58, first notices him in 1409.The earliest date for the appearance
of Isidore in history is 1414 and not 1403 as scholars have assumed for a long time. This
will be discussed infra, nn. 43—48.

G. Cammelli, I dotti bizantini et le origini dell’umanismo, 1: Manuele Crisolora (Florence,
1941): 128 ft.; I. Thomson, “Manuel Chrysoloras and the Early Italian Renaissance,”
Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies 7 (1966): pp. 63—82, esp. 80; and MP, p. 231.

MP devotes an entire chapter to Manuel II as a scholar, ch. 7 (pp. 395-443), and defines
his literary activity as “the cornerstone of his being” (p. 410). MP further observes (p.
409) that, given his literary and military talents, under “more favorable opportunities,”
he could have been “the East Roman Marcus Aurelius.”

For the state of education in Constantinople in the decade of 1401-1410, with par-
ticular emphasis on Manuel II’s efforts to educate his children, cf. M. Philippides,
Constantine XI Draga$ Palacologus (1404—1453): The Last Emperor of Byzantium (forth-
coming), ch. 2, sec. III. On the low state of learning in Constantinople in the first
half of the fifteenth century, cf. the notable observations of L. §evéenko,“lntellectual
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Repercussions of the Council of Florence,” Church History 24/4 (1955): p. 294 and
passim.

It should be observed that at this time, in spite of the unfavorable circumstances brought
on by the long blockade of Bayezid I, Constantinople managed to educate an impressive
number of notable intellectuals, both Greek and Italian, who made the difficult voyage
to the imperial city to receive training in the ancient Greek language and in classical
Greek literature. Many of these scholars found their way to Italy before and after the fall
in 1453 and contributed immensely to the Italian Renaissance. On this generatio mira-
bilis, cf. among others S.P. Lampros, Apyvpowodicia: Twdvvov Apyvpowodlov Adyot,
Hpayuazeion, Ewiorolrol, [Ipoocpwviuota, Awavtioers kol Ewiotoloi wpog Avtov kol
tov Yiov loodkiov. Ewiorolol kai Awopacels wepi Avtov. Ilpotdooetar Eiooywyn
wepl Twavvov Apyvpowovlov, tijc Oikoyeveiog Avtod kol t@v Apyvpowodiwv kab’
‘Olov (Athens, 1910); D.J. Geanakoplos, Greek Scholars in Venice: Studies in the Dissemina-
tion of Greek Learning from Byzantium to the West (Cambridge, 1962; repr. as Byzantium
and the Renaissance [Hamden, 1972]); idem, Interaction of the “Sibling” Byzantine and Western
Cultures in the Middle Ages and Italian Renaissance (330-1600) (New Haven and London,
1976); idem, “Italian Renaissance Thought and Learning and the Role of Byzantine
Emigré Scholars in Florence, Rome, and Venice: A Reassessment,” Rivista di studi bizan-
tini e slavi 3 (1984): pp. 129-157; K.M. Setton, “The Byzantine Background to the Italian
Renaissance,” Proceedings of the American Philosophical Society 100 (1956): pp. 1-76; D.A.
Zakythinos, “To Ipopinua thg EAAnvikig Zvpfoliig eig v Avayévvnow,” Ewetnpic
tijc Dirooopikiic Zyolijs tod Hoavewiotyuiov AOnpvav 5 (1954-1955): pp. 126—-138;
and K.S. Staikos, Xaprta tijc EAnvikiic Towoypopias: H Exdotikn Apactypiotnro. v
EMnpvov kai 1) Zoufolij tovg oty Ivevpotikn Avoyévvnon tijc Avong, 1: 150¢ Aidvag
(Athens, 1989). Most recently, cf. Maria Mavroudi, “Translations from Greek into Latin
and Arabic During the Middle Ages: Searching for the Classical Tradition,” Speculum
90/1 (2015): pp. 29-59.

The earliest letters of Isidore, published by Regel, supra, n. 3, are addressed to Guarino.
The tone and the jesting material indicate that the two were close friends, probably since
the days of their literary training in Constantinople.

Cammelli, pp. 131 ff.; MP, p. 231 n. 57; and M. Baxandall, “Guarino, Pisanello and
Manuel Chrysoloras,” JIWarb 28 (1965): pp. 183-204.

An example of his exquisite calligraphy at an early stage in his career and life is provided
by his transcription of Manuel II's Funeral Speech/’Ewitdpiog for Theodoros I, housed
in the Bibliotheque National de France, Départment des Manuscrits, Supplément grec
309. His codex also bears a masterpiece of Greek portraiture; cf. Helen C. Evans, ed.,
Byzantium: Faith and Power (1261-1557) (New Haven and London, 2004), no. 1 (p. 26);
and Philippides, “The Fall Constantinople 1453: Classical Comparison and the Circle of
Cardinal Isidore,” p. 371 n. 97. For Isidore’s activities as a copyist of ancient texts, cf. C.G.
Patrinelis, ““EAAnveg Kodwoypdeotl tdv Xpdvav tiig Avoyevwhoens,” Emetnpic 100
Meooiwvikod Apyeiov 8-9 (1958/1959): pp. 63—124, esp. 87: “Ioidwpog Kapdvaiiog
[Opd 1409-1464]"

Isidore’s interests in calligraphy go beyond the task of a copyist. As Codex Vat. gr. 914,
fols. 1'-3" demonstrates, he had a profound curiosity in the art of ink making, provid-
ing not only a recipe for its production, but also expounding upon the process. For a
substantial analysis of this text and a critical edition with commentary, cf. Ph. Nusia,
“Avéxdoto Keilnevo mepi Zkevaciog Meraviod, KivvaBapems, Bapliov, Karactarov,
kot Koainoig Xaptov (1506 at.),” in N. Tsirones, Mp. Lengas, and A. Lazaridu, eds.,
Biplwoaupidorng 3: To Biflio oto Bulavtio. Bolavriviy kai Metafvlovrivy BiffAiodeaio.
Tpoxtiko. Aicbvods Xvvedpiov. AOnpva 13—16 Oxrwpfpiov 2005 (Athens, 2008), pp.
43-62, esp. 55—62.

It is known that he had continued his studies upon his return to the Peloponnese and
developed a skill in copying manuscripts, although he spent substantial time in Mistra
and Monemvasia. Cf. A. Papadakis, “Isidore of Kiev,” ODB 2: 1015-1016; and Kalligas,
Byzantine Monemvasia, p. 177.
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On Isidore and the Vatican Library, cf. Mercati, ch. 3 (pp. 60-102).

MP, p. 263 n. 109, notes that the documentation for these trips is “scanty” at best, and
the journeys were probably of a personal nature, even though a document describes
Chrysoloras as an “ambasciatore dell'imperatore di Costantinopoli.”

This trip is much better documented than the previous voyages of 1404 and 1405-1406;
cf. RKOR 3318 (pp. 95, 96); Cammelli, pp. 144 ft.; and MP, p. 263.

In Constance, Chrysoloras fell ill and died on the 15th of April 1415; cf. MP, p. 322. His
stay in the city coincides with the gathering of the Council of Constance and the trial
of Jan Hus, the Czech professor, regent of Charles University, priest who preached at
the Bethlehem Chapel in Prague, and religious reformer. The question must be raised:
Did Chrysoloras go to Constance to confer with the papal leadership and perhaps seek
to obtain agreement for military assistance? This is a topic that has not been explored.
As we will note in the next chapter, religious reformers dominated this council among
others, although some, if not the majority, of the attendees were strong supporters of the
papacy.

Theodoros died in 1407, but the month and exact day of his death remain problematic;
cf. MP, p. 272, n. 126, for the particulars on the uncertain and ambiguous evidence.
The generally accepted date of Theodoros’s death is generally the summer of 1407. Cf.,
e.g., A.G. Mompherratos, Oi [ladoioAdyor év Ilelowovviiow (Athens, 1913), p. 29: To
0épog 1407 0 Oeddwpog I petd poxpav aobévelav dwébavev v Miotpd. Georgios
Sphrantzes’s authentic chronicle, the Minus, in Georgios Sphrantzes, Memorii 1401-1477.
In anexa Pseudo-Phrantzes: Macarie Melissenos Cronica, 1258-1481, ed. and trans.V. Grecu,
Scriptores Byzantini 5 (Bucharest, 1996); The Fall of the Byzantine Empire: A Chronicle
by George Sphrantzes 1401—1477, trans. M. Philippides (Ambherst, 1980); and Georgii
Sphrantze Chronicon, ed. and trans. R. Maisano, CFHB 29 (Rome, 1990), is of no help. It
treats this period under a general chronological heading: 3: 4’ 00 &1 1Bov &rovg péypt
kol ToD k0oL [1403—1413], and telescopes into this summary a number of events that
differ chronologically, including the death of the despot of the Morea: kai Tod Bavdtov
700 de0mOTOL KDp O£0dDPOV TOD WOPPLPOYEVVNTOL €ig TOV MLlOpdv. MP, p. 272 n.
126, is more specific: Theodoros probably died in June.

The title of Manuels speech, as it appears in the manuscripts of the period, reads
(with minor variations): Tod Evocefeotdrov kai Dloypnotov Baocémg Kvpod
MovounA tod [Todatordyov Adyoc Emitdelog gig Tov Avtdderpov Avtod Ascmdmy
TToppupoyévvntov Kip BOeddwpov tov Tlokaordyov Pnbeic Emidnunoavtog eig
[Mehowdvynoov tod Baocihéwg. G.T. Dennis, The Letters of Manuel 1I Palacologus, CFHB
8 (Washington, DC, 1977), points out, pp. 159, 160 n. 1, that this long address has also
survived in an epitome of a sort, revised by Manuel himself: Codex Scorial gr. 14 (R-1-14),
fols. 257-270.

The confusion dates back to the guattrocento, when Laonikos [Nikolaos] Khalkokondyles,
Laonici Chalcocandylae Atheniensis Historiarum Libri Decem, ed. I. Bekker, CSHB, Book 1
(Bonn, 1843), pp. 202, 203, states that Manuel II during his voyage to the Morea in 1408
pronounced the speech “as if he were a tragedian at his [brother’s] grave”: Eppovouijiog
6 Bulavtiov [Constantinople’s] BactAes . . . €@l 1@ Adekp® 10N televtnkoTt [Theo-
doros 1] Loyov émikndelov E€etpayddet de&idv £mi 1@ Tap® 0vTod. For a new edition
and the first complete English translation of Khalkokondyles, cf. A. Kaldellis, ed. and
trans., The Histories, Dumbarton Oaks Medieval Library, 2 vols. (Cambridge, MA and
London, 2014). The same confusion also seems to appear in an unclear statement of
Isidore himself, in his Panegyric to Manuel II and John VIII. Cf. ITkIT 3: 164: 6 Bocihedg
gkeivoc [Manuel II] . . . fjkev &i¢ Ilshomovyncov . . . 100 @ilov kol aSelpod Tdv Ode
AwapavTog Kol PO T Apeived mopelay petaotdvtog . . . Ov kai mevifoag a&iong
Katekdouncev Aoyols Emttapiots, yevvaiolg wavv de€toic. For selections from the text,
cf. infra, Appendix. Influenced by these misleading statements, modern scholars have
been led astray as well; cf. MP, p. 525.

A summary of the chronological problems and the confusion associated with this docu-
ment is supplied in MP, Appendix 22 (pp. 525-527). The chronology has now become
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easier to understand because of the “new” evidence; cf. infra, nn. 51 and 52. Armed
with this new information, it now appears that the older view of Lampros is closer to
the truth than the later conclusions of Zakythinos (cf. infra, n. 50). S.P. Lampros, “Mia
Ewwvnpocvvog Teket &v Mvotpd,” Zwopriotikov Huepoldyiov 11 (1910): pp. 33-42,
has concluded that the terminus ante quem for the recital was 1419, when Theodoros IT
married Cleopa Malatesta, that is, Isidore in his letter would have mentioned her among
the audience, as she would have attended the ceremony. In fact, the arguments oftered
by Zakythinos in favor of a date of 1409 have now been effectively invalidated.
Lampros edited and published the text in [7x/1 3: 132—221. His student, [. K. Bogiatzides,
after the death of his mentor, continued the editorial work for this and the later volume.
Exactly when Isidore composed the speech is unknown, but, because of its contents, it
must have been after the naval battle near the Ekhinades (Curzolari) islands in the Ionian
Sea, near Naupaktos (Lepanto),in 1427. On this event and its historical circumstances, cf.
Philippides, Constantine XI Draga$ Palacologus, ch. 4, sec. 11, since Isidore himself recounts
the consequences of this naval victory over Carlo Tocco and his son Turnus/Turno.
Cf. Isidore’s own statements, which assist us in providing a terminus ante quem for his
speech, in [1xl1 3: esp. 196, 197. We should observe that his long speech clearly displays
Isidore’s superior classical education and mastery of ancient Attic. It contains substan-
tial references to antiquity and is composed in an admirable ancient Greek style, even
though Bogiatzides unjustly criticized its style. We wonder whether Bogiatzides, p. v’
of the introduction: pet’ ovk OAMiyov avtod colowiopdv kai BapPapiopdv, would
have expressed this criticism if he had known that it had been composed by Isidore.
Bogiatzides attributes the text to an anonymous writer, since the ms. does not contain
the author’s name in the incipit, added by a later hand that reads: In Constantinopolitatum
Imp. Et Constantinopolim ipsam encomion panegyricum; in quo praeter cetera, quod Imperator
Constantinopoli a Tisrcis periclitante, ipse ad petenda ab Italis et Germanis auxilia profect. suscep.
The work was eventually attributed to Isidore by Mercati, pp. 2 ff. The authorship by
Isidore and the approximate date of its composition 1429 are further confirmed by O.].
Schmitt, “Kaiserrede und Zeitgeschichte im spiten Byzanz: ein Panegyrikos Isidors von
Kiew aus dem Jahre 1429, Jahrbuch der Osterreichischen Byzantinistik 48 (1998): pp. 211
and n. 11, and 241, 242. On p. 211, he states: “Was Liange und Inhalt anbetrifft, last sich
nur eine zeitgendssische Rede mit Manuels II. Werk vergleichen der 1429 am Hofe
Johannes VIII. vorgetragene Panegyrikos Isidors, des spiteren Metropoliten von Kiew.”
Cf. R. Estangtii Gémez, Byzance face aux Ottomans. Exercice du pouvoir et contréle du ter-
ritoire sous les derniers Paléologues (Milieu XIV'—milieu X17 siecle), Byzantina Sorbonensia 28
(Paris, 2014): p. 451 n. 446. Bogiatzides, however, realized the exceptional importance
of this work, e.g., p. ¥~ of the introduction: @OATWOTATOV 3¢ S10 TUG WEPLEYOUEVAS
iotopikag eidnoelg dyvdotovg dAlaydfev. He recognized that it is more than a speech,
for it provides us with precious historical information on the events of the period that
are embedded in the rhetorical text. In addition to the battle of Ekhinades and the treaty
that followed, which was sealed with the marriage of Constantine XI, the son of Manuel
I1, to the daughter of Tocco, it is the only Greek text that addresses in detail the long voy-
age of Manuel IT to the west during the blockade of Constantinople by Bayezid I, thus
providing us in a narrative form a detailed Greek view of the emperor’s journey abroad.
It is a pity that modern scholarship has largely overlooked the precious historical details
furnished by Isidore in this Encomium.

The funeral address has been edited and published on a number of occasions: PG 156
(Paris, 1866): cols. 181-308; Lampros, [IxlI 3: 11-119; and definitively, Julian Chrystos-
tomides, [IpoBempia gig tov 100 Paciiéng MavounA [Taiatordyov Emitdeilov &ig TOV
adedpov ®eddwpov. Manuel II Palacologus: Funeral Oration on His Brother Theodore, CFHB
26 (Thessalonike, 1985).

Manuel’s letter to Chrysoloras, requesting improvements on the text, has survived. Cf.
Dennis, The Letters, no. 56 (pp. 158-160). Also, e.g., the opening statements, p. 159:
oTéAM® GOl TOV @POG TOV Adehpov Ewmitdoiov, 6g €uol dednuiovpyntat dokpvovt
LOAAOV T} YPAPOVTL . . . ODKOVV 0VOE TOVTL TO PPaydTaToV YPAge AdoKpLTL SVVOuOL.
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His brief reply is simply titled IIpoBempia. On this work and its text, cf. Chrysostomides,
pp. 67-69.

For a Greek-English bilingual edition, cf. C.G. Patrinelis and D.Z. Sophianos, Manuel
Chrysoloras and His Discourse Addressed to the Emperor Manuel II Palaeologus/Mavoonl
Xpvoodwpd. Adyos wpog tov Avroxpdropa Mavovnl B’ I[lalaioloyo (Athens, 2001).
The importance of this text had been indicated prior to the edition; cf. C.G. Patrinelis,
“An Unknown Discourse of Chrysoloras Addressed to Manuel II Palacologus,” Greek,
Roman and Byzantine Studies 13 (1972): pp. 497-502.

The suggestions of Chrysoloras survive in one ms., Meteora, Metamorphosis 154, in
seventy-five folios, the first of which is missing; the ms. had already been identified by
Nikos Bees in 1967, but was not published until 2001 (supra, n. 49). On its history and
“dormant period,” cf. Patrinelis and Sofianos, p. 38.

This is the sound conclusion reached by Patrinelis and Sofianos, and is based on internal
evidence within the text, which employs future terms in regard to a potential audience;
cf., e.g., p. 79: Tig 8¢ Kol TOV AKOVGOUEVEOVY TOVTOV [sc. Emitaeiov] and again moAldV
TOV AKOVGOLEVOV . . . Kol Bovpocopévav. At the same time, the new conclusion negates
the arguments of D.A. Zakythinos, “Mavovnk B” 0 TTahoiordyog kai 6 Kapdvdiiog
Toidwpog €v ITehomovwno®,” in Mélanges offerts a Octave et Melpo Metlier, a ’occasion du
25¢ anniversaire de leur arrivée en Gréce. Collection de 1'Institut Francais d’Athénes 94
(Athens, 1957): p. 6, who was under the impression that the speech was pronounced
in the spring of 1409, which Zakythinos believes was on the second anniversary of the
death of Theodoros. Cf. Estangiii Goémez, pp. 377, 378 nn. 79-82 and 385 n. 121.
Before the publication and the analysis of Meteora, Metamorphosis 154, scholars had
assumed that the emperor sent his letter and speech to Chrysoloras late in 1409 or
carly in 1410. It was also assumed that the speech was composed in 1409 as the earliest
evidence for Plethon’s residence at Mistra. Moreover, scholars had further assumed that
Isidore was already in the Morea in 1409, since he brought the Emitdetog with him.
Armed with the Meteora manuscript, Patrinelis and Sofianos quite reasonably conclude,
p- 46: “the writing of Manuel’s funeral oration and letter to Chrysoloras, the earliest evi-
dence of Georgios Gemistos Plethon’s presence and Isidore’s presence at Mistra . . . must
be shifted to some years later.” Cf. Estangiii Gomez, p. 451 f.

Dennis, The Letters, p. 168 n. 1, points out that the date can be extrapolated from a letter
that Guarino wrote in January of 1418. Dennis reviews the evidence and concludes that
Manuel composed his letter before October 1417 (cf. the following note for specifics).
On this letter, cf. Lampros, “Mia Emwvnuocvvog Teket,” p. 40. The complete text of
this letter appears in Dennis, The Letters, no. 60 (pp. 166—169).The request for a translation
comes at the conclusion of the letter: pavEpov € 01¢ v yvoing kol wpog TV Aativev
eV, €l 8¢ Poddet, TV 1diav Todto [Emitdeiov] petapdire a&iov ... oo .. . todt0
wolet, dei€erg v kav t@de TOV ebvovv. The translation would have been a difficult task.
Guarino never attempted to comply with the request, but he passed it on to Ambrogio
Traversari, as Dennis, ibid., p. 18 n. 3, indicates, deriving his evidence from a letter of
Guarino, whose pertinent text he quotes: Ipse etiam imperator humanissimam quondam ad
me nisit epistulam et funebram pro eius fratre orationem quam ipse confecti; oratio est . . . copiosa
et miro contexta verborum et sententiarum ornatu . . . ad fratrem Ambrosium nostrum mittam.
His letter addressed to the emperor, 1@ Poctkel kdp Mavound, has been published as
Letter 5 (pp. 65—69), in Regel.

In Regel’s edition, this letter is published and numbered as the fifth (pp. 65-69), and is
next to last. This position in relation to the other letters is of course misleading, for it
implies that it was written at a later time.

Ibid., p. 65.

Ibid.: ®g TodTn 81 pot pdAAov Avottelelv kai pi oDTOG dwoKvaiew TV ATTIKNV GKOTV,
@pog fiv [TAdtmvog kKol Anpochévoug YADTTOV Kol TV KAT oDTOVG HOVOV WPOCTKEL
@O&yyechar.

Ibid.: 164m¢ toryapodv drovolc, ® Pacthed. mpdtepov 8¢ Epd ot Adyov Ppoydv pév,
YAOTING O¢ apiotng dedpevov kai peilovog 1 KoTd TV Eunv.
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Ibid.: 6 Sfjpog ovy EAMvav, dArd BapBapwv fv. 1 8¢ 00TV GRoTIG Kol Tdv Zkvodv
V@EPNKOVTILEY . . . 000 TAV dypotdtmv Onpicv diépepov. Isidore also reports on a local
practice that involved ritual mutilation, which seems to have surprised him greatly, as he
refers to it as T0 @PONV dewvd. On this detail in his report, cf. some scholarly observa-
tions: S.P. Lampros, “To "Efog 100 Macyolopod wapd toig Mavidtog 1dv Mécwv
Aildveov,” NH 2 (1905): pp. 181-186. Lampros points out that the testimony of Isidore
must be read together with the observations, on the same custom, of Ioannes Argyro-
poulos’s rhetorical comparison of Manuel II to previous emperors, as included in the
ms. 817, Bibliothéque National de France, Départment des Manuscrits. In addition, cf.
S. Kougeas, “Ilept 1@dv Mehykdv 10 Tabyétov €€ Agopuiig Avekdotov Bulavtvilg
‘Ewypooiic €k Aaxoviag,” Ipayuatior tijs Axodnuios AOnvédv 15 (1950): pp. 29, 30.
This was an ancient custom reported by numerous authors in antiquity, which somehow
had survived the passing of centuries only to be mentioned again in the quattrocento.
Regel, p. 66: évtedOev 81 Kai petémpov TV GKoNVY g0V, DGmEP Ot T LEYGA LUGTHPLA,
WAL LVOVPEVOL.

Ibid.: €émel 0¢ Kol wapd TV TOV ZwopTotdV £yevoueda untpdwody [Mistra], AOYOG
£ppel woAdg kol t0 PPpriov dwavteg £djtovy Kol wepl £keivov @OV €mwolodvTo
Adyov. Bdttov yap §| WTVOV TO @TEPOV TG ONUNG SadPOHOV WAVTIG AVETELTEV
€keivo (nreiv.

Ibid., pp. 66, 67.

In Lampros’s edition, the text of the address occupies 107 printed pages (with an appara-
tus criticus), pp. 11-118.

This is the opinion of Zakythinos, “MavounA B”)” p. 48, who estimates that Theodoros,
who had been born in 1400, as estimated by Lampros, was too young to be entrusted
with this task. On Theodoros Gazes [Gaza], cf. Staikos, 1: 67-89.

Staikos, ibid. Demetrios had been an old associate of Theodoros I.

On this topic, cf. the penetrating remarks of MP, pp. 424, 425, on the emperor’s own
style and degree of difficulty in his Greek composition, as they apply not only to the
emperor’s style, but also to that of all Byzantine educated intellectuals of the quattrocento.
It was probably at this time that Isidore also wrote a letter (Letter 4 in Regel, p. 64)
to his friend Khortasmenos, whom Kalligas, Byzantine Monemvasia, p. 173, identifies
as loannes Ignatios Khortasmenos, the later metropolitan of Selybria; cf. H. Hunger,
Johannes Chortasmenos (ca. 1370-ca.1436/37), Wiener byzantinische Studien 7 (Vienna,
1967). In this correspondence, Isidore speaks of a letter he sent to the emperor concern-
ing the ceremony at Mistra: kol @epl TG £WIGTOATG €, iy dviyKopev T® mavt apiot®
kol Ber0tdTe Bocthel [Manuel I1].

Supra, n. 36, for particulars. The ms. was acquired by the Bibliotheque nationale de
France after the French Revolution of 1789, but it is unclear how it found its way to
France. The text received the attention of art historians in the nineteenth century; cf. H.
Bordier, Description des peintures et autres ornaments contenus dans les manuscripts grecs de la
Bibliothéque nationale (Paris, 1883), pp. 281, 282.

Supra, nn. 62 and 63.

On the Byzantine imperial costume, cf. A. Hofmeister,“Von der Trabea Triumphalis des
romischen Kaisers tiber das Byzant. Lorum zur Stolader abendlindischen Herrescher,”
in P.E. Schramm, ed. Herrschaftszeichen und Staatssymbolik: Beitrige zu ihrer Geschichte vom
dritten bis zum sechzehnten Jahrhundert, 1 (Stuttgart, 1955), pp. 25-50; yet, as 1. Spatha-
rakis, The Portrait in Byzantine Illuminated Manuscripts (Leiden, 1976), p. 265, has justly
observed: “Although much has been written on imperial costume, a systematic exami-
nation of it is still required.” On the portrayal of medieval Greek emperors in general, cf.
in the classic but rare work of S.P. Lampros, Aedxwuo t@v Bolaviivédv Abtoxpotopwv
(Athens, 1930), which reproduces various portraits in black and white within the limits
of the available technology of the period. For a comparison of Manuel II and John
VIII as travelers and as subjects in western art, cf. C. Marinesco, “Deux Empereurs
byzantins en Occident: Manuel II et Jean Paléologue,” Comptes rendus de I’ Academie
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des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres, January—March, 1957 (Paris, 1958), pp. 23, 24; and idem,
“Deux Empereurs byzantins, Manuel II et Jean VIII Paléologue, vus par des artistes
occidentaux,” Le Flambeau 40 (November—December, 1957): pp. 758—762. In addition,
cf. the informative discussion of Manuel’s portraits in MP, Appendix 24, pp. 531-551.
On the Funeral Speech’s masterpiece of late Byzantine illumination, cf. Spatharakis, pp.
234-236, who further compares it with another manuscript, Musée du Louvre, Paris,
Ivories A 53, containing the portraits of Manuel’s family. This ms. contains the text of
Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite and was brought to the Royal Abbey of Saint-Denys
by Manuel Chrysoloras himself, as a personal gift of Manuel II. Cf. MP, pp. 263, 264.
It bears the following dedication, cf. ibid., p. 545, with a photograph of the actual text.
The dedication reads as follows in Chrysoloras’s own orthography and pronunciation;

cf. MP, p. 545:

10 wapdv PiPriov, dwectéddn wopd Tod Vymhotdtov Poacitémg kol | |
avtokpdTopog popaiov Kipod pavound tod wolatordyov €ig 0 po | | vacstiplov
00 ayiov Atoviciov tod v mwapicio Thig epayyiag §| yokatiog || dmod Tig
KOVOTOVTIVOLTOLE®S 61" LoD LovOLNA ToD Ypicorwpd, wep | | pOEVTOg TpéaPemg
wopa o0 eipnuévov Pacitéwg, £ amo KTicemg || KOGpOV, EEAKIGYIAIOGTR
€VveoKooloot®d EEKAdEKAT®. GO copkdoewg O || tod Kipiov yiliootd
TETPOKOGTOGTH dYSO®. — B¢ Tic sipnuévoc Pactledc RABs mpodtepov eig 10 [apdsiov
PO ETOV TEGOAPOV.

In addition, cf. H. Belting, Das illuminierte Buch in der spdt-byzantinischen Gesellschaft (Hei-
delberg, 1970), pp. 75, 76.

Letter 5 in Regel, pp. 65—69; cf. supra, n. 56.

Letter 3, ibid., p. 63.

Ibid. Isidore uses the phrase, “the chariot of Zeus,” in his first letter to Guarino, which
was probably written sometime after this letter. Cf. par. 3, line 4, ibid., p. 60: Koi TpémOV
oM Tva @ VA A0 dpuatt.

Letter 3, ibid., p. 63: 6TO®V KGAAN . . . Va®dV GOpadTG . . . OlKIAY Kol Gypdv
KTNGOELG, . . . OViov wAfi0og kai apbovia wavtoiov Ppoudtov, d woAld pév giot wap’
Vuiv [in Constantinople], kaAAim 3¢ pdAlov §| WOAAG.

Letter 1, ibid., p. 59. Cf. par. 1, lines 1 and 2.

CBB1:246:&v &tel'gym’ [6918 anno mundi, that is 1409] &yéyovev 10 EBdopov Bovatikov.
Perhaps this wave of the plague originated in Crete. Cf. T.E. Detorakis, ““H ITavading
&v Kpfyn. Zvpfoin eig v Totopiav t@v Emdnudv tiig Nnoov,” Ewiotnuoviki]
Ewetnpic Drrocopixiic Zyolic [avewiotnuiov AOnvdv 21, ser. 2 (1970): pp. 118-136,
esp. 122 f.

CBB 1:247.

Minus 5.2: v umvi Adyovoto awébave kai 1 décmova kupd Avva 1 awo Pocciog
AO®OEL VOO ®.

Ibid. 5.1: €v 1@ yeydvt Tod ovTod O Etovg *1416/1417° Bavatucod yevopévou €v Ti
Mavpn Oaldoon. Sphrantzes then lists a large number of his relatives who had suc-
cumbed to the wave of this plague.

As is clearly implied by the conjunction xai,, before the prepositional phrase €ig v
TI6Aw; cf. ibid.: ToD & ahTod Bavartikod yevouévov mwept 10 Eap kai t0 0€pog kai gig v
TToMv.

Ibid.: mepi 10 Eap Kai TO O€pog.

According to several Muscovite chronicles, the betrothal had been arranged by
1410/1411. Cf. E. von Muralt, Essai de chronographie byzantine, 1057—1453 (St. Peters-
burg, 1871; repr. 1966), n. 5. Gibbons, p. 232, is under the erroneous impression that
Anna married John VIII in the last years of Bayezid’s reign; for an explanation of this
error, cf. MP, p. 153 n. 45. In addition, Runciman, “The Marriages of the Sons of the
Emperor Manuel II,” 1, p. 276. On Anna, cf. PLP 9: no. 21349 (p. 64) [s.v. [ToAatoroyiva,
Avva]. Doukas 20.3 emphasizes the fact that Lady Anna was still young, 14 years of age,
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when she died; she had married John VIII three years earlier but had not been crowned
queen because of her youth:

0 Paciievg Mavouni . . . oteilag €ig tov piya Pociag ydyeto vopenyv [sc. t@® vid
a0Tod, that is John VIII] tv Buyatépa 00ToD. Kol Gppocas Tod TV, LETOKAAEGAUEVOS
10 dvopa avTiic Avvav, ovk HBovAiAN otéyar Tote gl Pocihéa. v yap 1 kOpN
10 €vdéKaTov Gyovoa £T0C. WEPUIOMEVOV O& TPI®V £TAV Kol AOWIKTG VOGOL
katarapovong Th [1orel kol woAd wAf0og Aaod St tod Popfdvog TebvnkdToC,
£tedednoe kai 1 Bacthc Avva, péya wévhog KatoMmodoa Tolg WoATULG.

Ibid.: Tod PouPfdvog.

Letter 1 in Regel, p. 59: dptt 10D petommdpov v 100 Bépovg dpav Sradelopévon
VOGODVTL VOGOV pakpav Kol Papeiav, Thv Aopddn. In addition, cf. CBB 2:407.

Cf., e.g., Doukas 20.3: mold @Aij0og Aaod S tod Boufdvog 1eBvnkdTog.

Letter 1 in Regel, pp. 59, 60:

aAAe Kol Tod Aowwod, enui 8¢ Aotwov 10 pepvijobar oe Nudv, dowep &l 0VK
£YpoQeg, TOV U1 KoAdV 1i0ovv, 00T® 6oL YEYPaPOTOg TV KOADVY Tifepat, kai TO
undg Mg wpog Kabveeivar wolatdc Ekeivng Qhiag, pdAlov 6& Kol T@ Tod ¥pOVoL
pKel cupwopekTeivecBol Setv oipat TowTy, kKabdmep TdV @[uTdY] dWOGH TOIC
YE®PYOIG Apdeiag TETUYNKOTO TVYYAVEL. GALL GV pév dmas EGTEMAELG TOD ETOVG
Kaitot, Tt Aéym, dte 800 WapOYNKOTEY ETMV LOMG FiKEL POt YPAppaTo TOP GOV, Kol
a0t Y& KOADG €106TOC ST T€ V|G ElUt WOAADV T€ dvTOV TOV MO Mudg adTodev
APIKVOVEV®V.

Ibid., p. 60. Cf. par. 4.

Patrinelis, “"EAnvec Kodwoypdapor tdv Xpovov tiic Avayevwioewg,” pp. 87 ff. For an
example of a late work, cf. B.L. Fonkich and EB. Poljakov, “Ein unbekanntes Autograph des
Metropoliten Isidoros von Kiev,” BZ 82 (1981): pp. 96-101; and esp. Codex Monac. gr. 157.
Supra, n. 36.

For the career, the “humanism,” and the (rather overrated) contribution of Plethon to
Neoplatonist thought, to the revival of Platonic studies, and to the Italian Renaissance,
cf. Woodhouse.

E.g., Ioannes Dokeianos was a noted copyist of ancient manuscripts and a scholar of
some merit. Cf. the remarks in [Txl1 1: pd’—pot’; a partial list of the titles of books
in his possession survives ([7xll 1: 254) and indicates that his interests were similar to
those of any other educated Greek of the Palaiologan period. For the archaic tenden-
cies in his style, cf. the brief remarks in M. Philippides, “Herodian 2.4.1 and Pertinax,”
CW 77 (1984): pp. 295-297. On loannes Dokeianos as a scholar and humanist, cf. S.P.
Lampros, “Ai Biflodfkat Todvvov Mappapd ket Todvvov Aoketovod kai Avavopog
Avaypaen Bipriov,” NH 1 (1904): pp. 295-312. In addition, cf. PLP 3:no. 5577 (p.57);
and Alice-Mary Talbot, “Dokeianos, John,” ODB 1: 645.

In addition to Mistra, Kalavryta also seems to have enjoyed conditions favorable for
a “revival of learning.” Zakythinos has convincingly argued that this intellectual and
artistic resurgence was only restricted to the elite, the privileged few, while the rest of
the population of the Morea did not share in this high culture; cf. D.A. Zakythinos, Le
despotat grec de Morée (1262—1460), 2: Vie et institutions (Athens, 1953): p. 310. His views
are accepted in J.V.A. Fine, Jr., The Late Medieval Balkans: A Critical Survey from the Late
Tivelfth Century to the Ottoman Conquest (Ann Arbor, 1987), p. 541.Years later, Cyriacus
of Ancona encountered a rich library in Kalavryta, which contained a notable copy
of Herodotus; cf. W. Miller, Essays on the Latin Orient (Cambridge, 1921), p. 149; and V.
Laurent, “Le Vaticanus latinus 4789. IV. Alliances et filiations des Cantacuzénes au XV*¢
siecle,” REB 9 (1951): pp. 64-105, esp. p. 78. On the intellectuals in the Morea, cf. A.E.
Vacalopoulos, Origins of the Greek Nation: The Byzantine Period 1204-1461 (New Brun-
swick, 1970), ch. 13. For the “renaissance” of the Morea, cf. among others, S. Runciman,
The Last Byzantine Renaissance (Cambridge, 1970); idem, Byzantium and the Renais-
sance (Tucson, 1970); L. Sevéenko, “The Palacologan Renaissance,” in W. Treadgold, ed.



94
95

96

The rise of Isidore 35

Renaissances before the Renaissance: Cultural Revivals of Late Antiquity and the Middle Ages
(Stanford, 1984), pp. 144—171; and L.P. Medvedev, Buzanmuiickuii I ymanucm XIV-XV
68. |= Byzantine Humanism in the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Centuries] (Leningrad, 1976).
Vacalopoulos, ch. 13, further identifies this “renaissance” with national awareness; in his
view the revival, which, he believes, amounts to a “national consciousness,” came to an
end with the Turkish conquest, when the last remaining scholars fled to the West. The
contribution of scholarly refugees to the Italian Renaissance is fully discussed in Geana-
koplos, Greek Scholars in Venice; idem, Interaction of the “Sibling” Byzantine and Western; idem,
Constantinople and the West: Essays on the Late Byzantine (Palaeologan) and Italian Renais-
sances and the Byzantine and Roman Churches (Madison, 1989); the collection of essays
by various authors in Venezia e I’Oriente fra Tardo Medioevo e Rinascimento, ed. A. Pertusi,
Civilta Europa e Civilta Veneziana, Aspetti e Problemi 4 (Venice, 1966); and Staikos.
Letter 1 in Regel, pp. 60, 61.

CC 1: 74.The Bolognese Codex, Bibl. Univ. lat. B 52, busta 22, fols. 40'—42", which has
preserved this important letter of Isidore, reminds us in a note (printed in CC 1:53) that
the original text of Isidore was in Greek and that we only possess its Latin translation.
The translator maintains that he attempted to retain the flavor and style of the Greek
original text of the epistle, even though he was not an expert in the Greek language, as
he admits:

Habes iam, Alberte dilectissime grecam epistolam factam latinam, etsi satis inepte traductam.
Malui enim <me> rudem ac indoctum iudicari abs te, quam pervicacem. Usus autem sum
sermone facili et ilaro et, it ita dicam, puerili, ne tibi videar alius esse quam sum, tardo scilicet
ac rudi ingenio. Potuissem enim hinc inde vocabula exquisite mendicari et expiscari, sed nolui et
re minima rem maximam facere atque ostentare, quo me tenuis ac exiguissime supellectilis non
est. Ipsam ergo penes te serva nec ulli cures edere, ne in tanta doctissimorum virorum copia tem-
erarious ac presumptuosus fuisse videar, qui tantum mihi arrogem, ut grecam profiteri scientiam
ausus sim, cuius vix prima rudimenta delibarim. Tisus Lianorus de Lianoriis etc.

For the full text of Isidore’s letter, cf. infra, ch. 5, sec. 3.

The cardinal’s information on the sultan’s reliance on astrology should not be dismissed
casily. Turkish sources confirm this superstitious trait in the sultan’s character. H. Inalcik,
“Istanbul: An Islamic City,” in idem, Essays in Ottoman History (Istanbul, 1998), pp. 249—
271, esp. 250, has the following comment on the sultan’s reliance on the supernatural:

Mehmed the Conqueror believed that the conquest would be the work of Allah, a
miracle of His providence. The sufi Seyh Ag-Semseddin, a follower of the famous
mystic philosopher of light, “Umar” al-Suhrawardi, became mursid (spiritual guide)
to the sultan and the army during the siege. The young sultan asked the mursid to go
into religious retreat to know the divine decision of the exact date of the conquest.
The conquest did not occur on that date that the mursid gave, rather the Christians
recorded a naval success on that day. The letter written by the Seyh to the sultan has
been discovered in the palace archives.

It should be added that Mehmed II was not the only sultan who relied on the advice
of astrologers. His father, Murad II, had employed diviners during his siege of Constan-
tinople and was also under the influence of a holy man, whom Ioannes Kananos names
“Mersaites,” clearly a reference to the title mursid, but the imam’ name was actually
Seid-Bokhari (cf. LCB, p. 348), as is attested by the eyewitness account of the siege
of 1422. Toannes Kananos, Georgius Phrantzes. Ioannes Cananus. Ioannes Anagnostes, ed. L.
Bekker, CSHB (Bonn, 1838), pp. 466, 467, relates:

adTOC 8¢ 6 péyloTog Kol WOAMG wap  8Kelvolg 6 eVyevig woTpépyng, Ov elyov
TWPOOPATIKOV KOl WPOPNTNV, Tovvopo, Mnpcaitng [mursid] tf) [lepoikii Storékto,
dwéoTelev Amwokpislapione wpdg OV decwmoty Tovpkwv [Murad 1] kai slwey
“Opo. un cVVAYNG WOLEUOV . . . EmG OTe £y VO POAcH Kol Vi SNAOG® TNV Gpav TG
CLPTAOKTG TOD WOAEHOV, OG O péyag Nuiv Sddokel Pacodd 0 wpoentng.” . .. 0
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decwotng Tovpkmv [Murad I1] doviompemdg Vwedé€ato TodTov [mursid]. odTOg
8¢ cofapog kol peyoaloVmEPOYOG EMPETO WAGLY . . . Kol WavTeg ol Movcsoviudvol
aAndn kol BéPara kpatodow whvto te AaAnbévio €k TovTOV, Kol WAVTEG TNV
Kkéhevov Euevov TV Ekeivov, tva @pootdén 100 @orépov TV dpav.

For the most recent edition and English translation of Kananos, cf. A.M. Cuomo ed.
and trans., Joannis Canani de Constantinopolitana Obsidione Relatio, Byzantinische Archiv
30 (Boston and Berlin, 2016).

Letter 2 in Regel, pp. 61, 62, which, we will show, is earlier than Regel’s Letter 1.
Letter 2, ibid., p.61: 500V glonvéyKapey KPOTOV AVOYVOVTEG GOV TNV EBLOTOAV . .. 00OE
Aéyew pading av Exoyev. To6odTOV flIonuey, & e AvayvadoK®V £Yy® 0f T& AKPODUEVOL
WAVTES . . . 1 0& pdAlov Nudc KoTelyev 1 ol ZePTVEG TOVG WOPUWAEOVTAG. ALY 00O
‘08V66eD¢ dv, olpat, TAHTNY BAPESPULLE.

Ibid.: Tovapivog 6 KaAOS, KOGUNGOG LeEV TNV TaTpida Kol @po ThHe watpidog Ttaiiov
wdoav Tfj watpio eovij, koopnoag o6& kai v EALGda tdv ékeivov EAMvov
wodEiQ.

This assumption is still encountered. Cf., e.g., Kalligas, Byzantine Monemvasia, p. 171:
“The letters . . . are compiled in chronological order and from their contents it can be
deduced that they were written between autumn 1409 and roughly 1417.”

The first group of four letters was published by A-W. Ziegler,“Vier bisher nicht veréffent-
lichte griechische Briefe,” BZ 44 (1951): pp. 570-577; the remaining four were pub-
lished by idem, “Die restlichen vier unveréffentlichten Briefe Isidors von Kijev,” OCP
18 (1952): pp. 135-142. Cf. TV. Kushch, “Ucunop Kuesckuit xak Snmcronorpad [=
Isidore of Kiev as an Epistolographer|,” Aumuunas opesrnoms u cpeonue sexa 39 (=K
60-1emuto 0.u.n. npogeccop Banepus Ilasnosuua Cmenanenxo) (2009): pp. 375-382.
Codex Vat. gr. 914 1s discussed in extenso by Mercati, ch. 1.

Kalligas, Byzantine Monemvasia, p. 175.

Ziegler, “Vier bisher nicht veroffentlichte griechische Briefe,” Letter 1 (p. 575): GAAQ
TOLODTOL PV BEUTELY OVK 0100, & 8¢ 01da, TdV 4wo Ti¢ IIATpog dvev GOt WepEOLVTMY.
Ibid.: AN €yybrepov Elmig Nudg aeikvelcbot map Vudg Tovg Axotode.

Ibid., pp. 574, 575.

A quotation from Homer; cf., e.g., Odyssey 1.64: tékvov €udv, moldv oe EmOg POYeV
£pKkog 000vtov. In addition, cf. Odyssey 3.230, 5.22, 19.492, 21.168, and 23.70; Iliad
4.350 and 14.83.This epic formula had been widely adopted and had become a favorite
proverb among Byzantine intellectuals.

Ziegler, “Vier bisher nicht verdffentlichte griechische Briefe,” Letter 1 (p. 575).
Kalligas, Byzantine Monemvasia, p. 174, suggests that this letter may have been written in
1414, but she was not aware of the “new” chronology, which has modified the Funeral
Speech of Manuel II and has consequently “readjusted” the chronology that also involves
Isidore. Thus her date for this letter is decidedly too early.

Ziegler, “Vier bisher nicht veroffentlichte griechische Briefe,” Letter 2 (pp. 575, 576).
Kalligas, Byzantine Monemvasia, p. 176; there is nothing in the letter nor in the manu-
script to indicate who was the intended recipient.

Ziegler, “Vier bisher nicht veroffentlichte griechische Briefe,” Letter 2 (p. 575).
Perhaps the work that he had copied for Guarino, Xenophon’s Anabasis (supra, text
with n. 88), had something to do with the lively interest that he displays in Perserei.
For Isidore’s comparisons of the Ottoman sultan to the great king of ancient Persia, cf.
Philippides, “The Fall of Constantinople 1453: Classical Comparisons and the Circle of
Cardinal Isidore,” esp. pp. 366—376.

Thus Ziegler, “Vier bisher nicht verdftentlichte griechische Briefe,” letters 2, 3, and 4
(pp- 575-577) appear to be addressed to the despot. Cf. Kalligas, Byzantine Monemvasia,
pp- 175-176.The remaining letters from the manuscript, letters 5, 6, 7, and 8 were pub-
lished separately by Ziegler, “Die restlichen vier unveréftentlichen Briefe,” pp. 135-142.
They are in a pleasant style, full of classical allusions, but add nothing to our knowledge.
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Letter 8 (p. 142) emphasizes the interest of Isidore in the occult, wherein he compares
himself to an ancient soothsayer: oVKk &pa Ty £y® pAVTIC TOVNPOG 0VSE TIG PODAOG
£lKaoTNG.

PaL 2: 18, presents a confused and confusing chronology on this point. It is implied
that John VIII came to the Morea in 1426, while the actual date is of course 1427, as
is stated correctly in PaL 2: 31. Similar is the confusion (or misprint?) in LCB, p. 364,
wherein Nicol is under the impression that John VIIT went to the Morea in 1426. The
correct date, 1427, appears in D.M. Nicol, The Immortal Emperor: The Life and Legend of
Constantine Palaiologos, Last Emperor of the Romans (Cambridge, 1992), p. 8. The actual
chronology is well preserved in the Minus 14 and 15.1.In 15.1, Sphrantzes relates: kol
@ avt® Etet umvi NogpPpilo €EfjAOey avtog on 6 Pacirevg dwod tiig [IoAewg kol
awfAbev €lg TOv Mopéav 17 ken Agkepfpiov. This is one of the most unambiguous
sequences in Sphrantzes. His chronology presents, for once, no problems whatsoever
and there is no justification for any confusion. John VIII went to the Morea in the early
winter of 1427.The date is further confirmed by an entry in a short chronicle, which
speaks of the arrival in the Morea of Constantine, who had accompanied his brother,
John VIIL. Cf. CBB 1: 41.6 (p. 322): £tovg ‘AL, unvi dekefpio, 0 decmdG O KOp
Kovotavtivog <qAev &i¢ 1ov Mopéav>. S. Runciman, Mistra: The Byzantine Capital
of the Peloponnese (London, 1980), p. 72, implies that the battle at Ekhinades took place
soon after 1427.The standard date cited for this victory is 1427; cf. PaL 2: 18; and LCB,
p- 364.If so, it took place before the arrival of John VIII, which occurred during the last
days of December. Alternatively, the battle may have occurred in the late winter or the
early spring of 1428.

E.g., N. Cheetham, Mediaeval Greece (New Haven and London, 1981), p. 205, who,
however, telescopes numerous events into one paragraph and even fails to mention the
victory at Ekhinades.

Presumably, he was Demetrios Laskaris Leontares (Leontarios, Leontaris); cf. PaL 2: 19
n. 60. On the noble status of this Leontaris, cf. M.C. Bartusis, “The Kavallarioi of Byz-
antium,” Speculum 63 (1988): 343-350, esp. 350.

On this discourse, cf. supra, n. 45. The historical sections of this speech, with the first
translation into a modern language, and with limited commentary, are given infra,
Appendix.

Zakythinos, Le despotat grec de Morée, 1, p. 200; and Nicol, The Immortal Emperor, p. 8.
Minus 16.6.

The manuscript is contained in the Codex Vat. gr. 1823, tol. 126, It was first published
by Mercati, pp. 151, 152.The text has been re-edited with divisions into paragraphs for
easier reading and reference. Some textual errors have been corrected and the punctua-
tion has been reworked.



2 Isidore and the Council of
Basle

1 Prelude to Basle

The decade of the 1430s proved to be not only crucial but also decisive for the
survival of the few territorial remnants of the once glorious Byzantine Empire.
This was a period in which the Byzantine emperor John VIII involved himself
in extensive diplomatic endeavors to forge an alliance with the papacy and west-
ern European states for the survival of his declining empire. But the West also
sought to court Byzantine favor to weaken papal resolve to maintain supremacy
over Christendom and its adherence to the doctrines of Caesaropapism and the
“Petrine Doctrine.” The former was the Byzantine belief that the emperor was
the superintendent of the church' and the converse of this doctrine was the
forged papal notion that the Byzantine emperor Constantine I the Great had
relinquished ecclesiastical, if not also political, dominion to the highest Roman
Church authority, namely the pope. The “Petrine Doctrine” was the notion
that Roman preeminence over all Christendom was directly inherited from the
Apostle Peter. Diplomacy, though complex leading up to the two councils,? was
not the only approach, nor was it solely confined to the secular arena. On the
contrary the multitude of religious questions, the rupture between the Roman
and Avignonese churches referred to as the Great Schism, the creation of rival
papacies, the question of the East-West schism ascribed to the scholar and
statesman Patriarch Photios that dates back to the ninth century, the conciliar
movement,” the rise of reformative religious factions, and especially the military
needs of the imperial state, among other factors, steered John VIII to involve his
government in two religious councils. The first to be addressed in this chapter,
the Council of Basle (1431-1449),* a reforming body that had constituted itself
as the representative of the universal church, called upon the Byzantine del-
egates to thrust themselves into the forefront of discussions concerning ecclesi-
astical issues then confronting and troubling the papacy and the western states.
The second, to be addressed in Chapter 3, the Council of Ferrara-Florence (the
main years of 1438—1439, although the inclusive dates are 1438—1445), achieved
church union and subordinated Byzantine religious influences to papal parti-
alities as the leading spokesman for dogmatic issues.” But for the empire the
preeminent issue was to avoid failure in obtaining substantial military aid and
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personnel from the West, and ultimately to preclude the final collapse of their
diminishing state into the out-reaching hands of its Ottoman foe.

Isidore was a leading figure at both councils. At least to 1430, his intel-
lectual and ecclesiastical activities are centered at Monemvasia in the Morea
with some digressions and stays at Mistra where most probably he came under
the influence if not also the tutelage of Plethon.® As early as 1410, Isidore was
called upon to compose a “blessing” for Cyril, the newly elevated metropoli-
tan of Monemvasia who would recite the “blessing” before the main gate of
the fortified city before entering it to assume his seat. Seventeen years later,
Isidore accompanied Cyril to Constantinople” and perhaps this is reflective of
the prominence that had been accorded to him for his literary and ecclesiastical
skills, and noticeably his links to the Palaiologan family. A most notable achieve-
ment in his early career, however, was his role in preparing documentation for
the metropolitan of Monemvasia. Isidore competently drafted two petitions
that were addressed to the patriarch at Constantinople.® The first is particularly
important because it reveals Isidore’s familiarity (and his presumed knowledge,
as well as the ease with which he could deal with sources) with the Chronicle of
Lacedaemonia and Monemvasia and with a rendition of the Chronicle of Monem-
vasia.” He demonstrated his knowledge of the historical roots of Monemvasia,
the role the Slavs played in the Peloponnese, and the nature and causes of the
jurisdictional dispute between the metropolitans of Corinth and Monemvasia;
his opinion was accepted by the emperor. Thus Isidore’s earlier studies and liter-
ary achievements prepared him well for his subsequent role that brought him to
Constantinople to address the needs of the imperial court and patriarchal hier-
archy. In 1430 he entered the private imperial monastery of Saint Demetrios
and three years later he became superior or abbot of the institution.

More concrete is the evidence for Isidore’s later appointments:

Metropolitan of Kiev and of All Rus’ (1437-1442);

Titular Metropolitan of Kiev and of All Rus’ (1442—-1458);

Cardinal-Priest (1439-1451);

Cardinal-Bishop of Sabina (1451-1463);

Titular Latin Patriarch of Constantinople (1452—1453,and again 1459-1463);
Latin Archbishop of Nicosia (1456—1458); and

Latin Archbishop of Kiev and of All Rus’ (1458—1463).

A parallel must be drawn with the appointments of Bessarion, a close associ-
ate of Isidore:

Metropolitan of Nicaea (1437—-1439);

Cardinal-Priest (1439—-1449);

Cardinal-Bishop of Sabina (1449?);

Cardinal-Bishop of Tusculum (1449-1468);
Cardinal-Bishop of Sabina (1468-1472); and

Titular Latin Patriarch of Constantinople (1463—1472).
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The listing of ecclesiastical offices held by Isidore remains argumentative
among modern scholars and raises one main issue of immediate concern to us.
Although papal literature and interpretative works in recent centuries award
Isidore with the designation of “Titular Latin Patriarch of Constantinople” for
the years “1452—1453,” the validity of this address remains suspect.'” The ques-
tion must also be raised: Did Isidore attempt to promote himself for elevation
to the oftice of “Titular Latin Patriarch of Constantinople”?; or probably more
correctly: Did he seek to become the “Greek Patriarch of Constantinople”? We
know that after the death of Patriarch Joseph while attending the Council of
Ferrara-Florence, Isidore did seek the oftice of patriarch. Sylvestros Syropou-
los' cites the words of the grand protosynkellos following an angry exchange
with Isidore: Aéomwota Pwaciog, ob yevion @wotpldpyng Eav 6¢ yévr, KabeAe
opdTOV £ug, “Despot of Rus’: You will not become patriarch. If you do get
appointed, depose me as your first act.” Later, Syropoulos'? states that Isidore
“craved” the patriarchal appointment. In 1452 Sphrantzes did encourage the
emperor, Constantine XI, to designate Isidore “Patriarch of Constantinople,’"?
but the emperor declined to do so because of strong anti-unionist opposi-
tion and because the appointment would have required the obedience of all
Greeks, as Sphrantzes recounts.' Thus Isidore, in acts of self-promotion, may
have directly contributed to the present scholarly confusion. If he could not
obtain the Greek title, then he would have been content with the Latin. We are
confronted with the issue of what is historical and what is perceived to be on
the basis of questionable evidence. Nestor-Iskander, therefore, may not be far-
fetched in making frequent references to a “patriarch” during the siege of 1453,
whether he be a Greek or a Latin. These are not simple literary embellishments,
but may acknowledge that Nestor-Iskander was aware of Isidore’s attempts at
self-promotion and even of his legitimate claim of a patriarchal title. Certainly,
Isidore was the highest-ranking ecclesiastic within the city during the siege of
1453 and he may have used this fact to his advantage.'

2 At Basle

Early in 1433, the Council of Basle dispatched two legates, Antonio, the bishop
of Suda, and Alberto de Crispis, to Constantinople to gain Byzantine favor
and support for their respective positions. (The papacy also sent representa-
tives.) John VIII was amenable to their overtures, viewing this as an excellent
opportunity to obtain western military assistance for his beleaguered city.'* The
patriarchal official, a megas ekklesiarches (néyag €ékkAnotépyng, grand ekklesiarkh
of Santa Sophia)'” and dikaiophylax (Sukoo@OAag, subaltern judge or judge gen-
eral of Constantinople),'® Sylvestros Syropoulos, reports the following on the
Basle embassy:"?

MM0ov toivov ovTOl petd ypauudtov &g te OV Pociiéa Kkoi TOV
waTpLapymyv, Kol £ési&ov dmwwg 1 v Bactlelg cvuvodog €xet t0 kpdtog
kol v ioyov @wAéov 100 mammo Kol Kpelttov 1 €kelvog mpaéet ab
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0 WePl ThG Evoeme, kol ol wAelovg Kol kpeittoveg TV PNydV Ti|
cLVOd® wpdokewvtal te kol weibovral, Kol PO WAVIOV O PocIAedg
TOV Ahopovdv 0 Ziytopodvog, Kakeidev yevioetatl pdAAov 1) DV@EP TOV
Ipakdv dpketn Pondeta.

They came with the letters [from the Council of Basle] to the emperor
and patriarch. They pointed out how the Council of Basle had more
authority and power than the pope; how it could better than him [the
pope] carry out union [of the churches]; how the majority of kings, the
most powerful, adhered to the council and were submissive to it, as was
indeed the emperor of the Germans, Sigismund; only from there sufticient
aid would come to the Greeks.

The council was designated the Seventeenth Ecumenical Council, as was the later
Council of Ferrara-Florence, understanding the latter to be an extension of the
former. The primary literature for the period, however, numbers them as the
Eighth. The Council of Basle was one of several reforming councils that con-
vened in the fifteenth century to curb papal autocracy and limit the authority
of the papal curia. At its inception, the council stated its purpose. Three objec-
tives were defined at its first session held on 14 December 1431.%° First, the
council sought to eliminate heresies that had had a destructive impact upon the
Western Church and continued to rend it apart. Next, and perhaps a most trou-
blesome feature for the assembly, was the prevalence of wars between western
Christian states and provinces. Its pervasiveness drained vital resources needed
for the maintenance of peace and tranquility in the West. And finally, the coun-
cil noted the numerous vices present within the church and sought to purify
its institution.

Prior to the formal sitting of the Council of Basle and in the last year (1431)
of the pontificate of Martin 'V, one of the chief proponents of a synod, discus-
sions had been conducted setting forth the initiatives for the convocation of a
church council that would include representatives from the Eastern and West-
ern churches. Sylvestros Syropoulos furnishes us some personal insights on the
Byzantine issues discussed in the preliminaries leading up to the synod. We
should give particular attention to the dispositions and reluctance of Patriarch
Joseph to participate in such a body, remaining unwavering in his views and
maintaining them for the balance of that decade. It is unclear, however, whether
or not these feelings were conveyed to Isidore, although we should assume that
the latter was aware of the patriarch’s positions on convening and participating
in an ecclesiastical body. Isidore, as we shall observe below, although at variance
in his thinking with Patriarch Joseph, was obedient to him. Sylvestros Syropou-
los relates:*!

GAAG Kol O woTplapyng Ektote AMav Myovuevog Emaybeg 10 yevécshHan
MV oOvodov &v T0m® Kol £E0voig AaTVIK] Kol AEY@V WOALIKIC MG
el ékeloe yévntal, ovk £0Tal KOAOV TO GCUUTEPUGHO TG GLVOdOV, Kol
deucvimv €0vTOV MdOAmG PovAduevov ékeloe mwopayevéshal, &v pud
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oltNpEctoV, Tl OGOV 0l NUETEPOL; Kai €l 00 0EANGOVGLY VTOGTPEY L
100G fueTépoug 8t” idimv 8£68wv Te kai mrevoipwy, ti dpa EEovaty ovTot
WOWGOL; KOTO T 0DV GLPPEPEL TOVTOVG TOVG OALYOVG, TOVG EEVOLC, TOVG
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€E060mV, Emel ol Eélevoduevol €k Tiig Popadikig Exkinciag éviadbo ot
diav E£60mv Elevoovtat. £l 6¢ Kal €00V dendf], duvoTol EBEKEVA TOV
EKaTOV YIMAdmV cuvaéatl Y@EPTLPA. Kol 00VC pev dxovcshev TovTo
06&el dmibavov. £yd ¢ deiém wmdg Eotat TOUTO Kol dLVATOV Kol EDKOAOV.

Since then the patriarch found the matter of convening a synod in a
Latin place and under Latin authority offensive, and he often stated that if
the synod were held there, its conclusion would not be good. He indicated
that he personally had no wish to attend. One day, as he was sitting in his
cell together with church lords (and two palace lords were also present),
he said: “They say that the synod will be held in Italy. Our side will travel
and will attend the synod. They will pay our travel expenses and our stay.
If our side indeed travels in this manner and accepts its daily food rations
from them, our side will be reduced to the status of servants and hirelings.
The other side will be the lords. Every servant must carry out his master’s
will. Every hireling works on the projects that his employer orders him to
complete. Otherwise, he will receive no salary. If they withhold food, what
will our side do? If they decide to have us return, at their own expense and
with their own ships, how will they accomplish it? Why should a few poor
foreigners visit so many rich, wise, and haughty [men] and be enslaved? So
it does not seem a good thing to me to hold discussions and instruct them
on piety. It does not seem to be to our advantage at all. The emperor has the
authority to convene the synod here, should he wish to do so; and he can
do so without incurring any expenses, as those from the Roman Church,
who will come here, will do so at their own expense. For his own needs,
he can avail himself with the collection of one hundred thousand hyperpers.
If one hears this, one will likely consider it absurd.Yet I will show how it is
both possible and an easy task.”
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Patriarch Joseph from the outset advocated the notion that the synod should
be held in Constantinople. He believed that this was both a good and an hon-
orable approach, and would be of great advantage to the Byzantines. He even
enumerated the sums of moneys that could be raised among the eastern high
clerics.”> His proposals had widespread support among the Orthodox Greeks
and especially the anti-unionists who viewed the formative ideas for a synod to
convene in Basle with deep suspicion.

But John VIII was aware that both the conciliarists and the papacy claimed
sole responsibility for addressing and resolving the issues confronting the fading
Byzantine Empire. In 1431, he initially appointed a delegation of three to travel
to Basle. The group reached Kallipolis and upon learning of the death of Pope
MartinV returned to the imperial city. They believed that at that moment their
mission had been rendered purposeless. John VIII was dismayed at their return
and believed that their mission should not have been discontinued with the
death of the pope. Among the initial group of appointees, several soon subse-
quently refused to participate further in the synod at Basle.?

The emperor, seeking to preserve an advantage in the disputes between the
conciliarists and papists at Basle, and especially to obtain western military assis-
tance, thus nominated another delegation of three to attend the assembly. The
Byzantine delegation named on the 15th of October 1433 bore three letters,
the first of which is found only in a Latin rendition, bearing the leaden seal
(molybdobullon) of Patriarch Joseph.* The second letter, affixed with the impe-
rial golden seal (chrysobullon) and extant both in a Greek and Latin version, bears
the appointments of John VIII and was accompanied by a third letter addressed
to the synod.?® Each of the first two letters identified the membership of the
delegation.” At the head of the group was Demetrios Palaiologos Metokh-
ites, the grand domestic, who also held the honorific titles of protovestiarios
(mpwtoPeostidploc/ wpwtoPfeotiopitng, first lord of the imperial wardrobe)
and megas stratopedarkhes (Léyog oTpatowEdAPYNG, grand army commander),
and had the more meaningful title of governor of Constantinople.”” He is cited
first in both letters, perhaps demonstrating that the emperor’s relative was the
lead delegate whose mission was secular in nature, that is, to secure western mil-
itary aid. Isidore, hieromonk (iepopdvayoc) and kathegoumenos (Kafnyoduevog,
abbot), is placed second in the letters, thus entrusting him with the task to
elaborate the Byzantine position on theological issues then confronting the
Western and Eastern churches and states. The third legate was a nobleman of
his household, Ioannes Dishypatos (Disypatos, Dissipato),” who appears, at least
according to the sources, to have played not a prominent but rather a lesser role
at Basle.

Having instructed his delegates to Basle of his proposals and intentions to
gain as many concessions as possible, John VIII was aware that the pope had
the advantage in making good on his promises of aid, but was continuously
prejudiced to the condition of church union, whereas the conciliarists were
dependent upon the goodwill of their respective states, many of which were
involved in petty struggles, within and externally, with numerous rivals. Thus, as
it became apparent over the course of three years, from 1433 to 1436, John VIII
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and Patriarch Joseph (who, it was evident, preferred to support the absent Euge-
nius at the Basle assembly)?” were aware that money and patronage were the
pope’s key assets and he was most likely to come to the aid of the beleaguered
empire, although as events would demonstrate in 1453, the year of the fall of
Constantinople, the papacy for numerous reasons failed to provide adequate
funds, supplies, and manpower for the defense of the imperial city; perhaps the
absence of concern had been related to their own diminished resources or to
other needs of the church that took precedence.*

Upon its arrival, the Byzantine delegation almost immediately found itself
in the enviable position of being intensely courted both by Pope Eugenius
IV and the conciliarist assembly at Basle. The pope believed that “the East-
ern Emperor and the leading prelates of the Greek Church were particularly
anxious at the moment for healing the Schism [of 1054], since only if this
were achieved could they hope for substantial help from the West against the
Turks.”?" Advancing the notion of “the church union” of the Byzantine and
Roman patriarchates, Eugenius forced the hand of the conciliarists, who were
composed of a significant element identified with high churchmen, disgruntled
duchies and nobles, western universities (in particular Paris and central Euro-
pean institutions, notably Charles University in Prague), and of more moderate
heretical movements (conspicuously among the Hussites*® in Bohemia). This
disparate body sought to democratize the papacy and to weaken its monar-
chic and authoritative stance. Thus both factions labored to gain Byzantine
allegiance and support for their respective positions. Each promised substantial
military aid in the form of arms and manpower.*® In addition, each proffered
financial inducements as monetary contributions to satisfy the travel and lodg-
ing expenses of the Byzantine delegation. Later, these financial considerations
were also renewed to attend a council at Ferrara, although the Basle assembly
had considered as possible locations of the future council seven sites, including
Constantinople, Avignon, Savoy, as well as Basle.

A question at this juncture must be raised. What was the role of Isidore at the
Council of Basle? He has preserved no detailed account to elaborate what in
fact he had been instructed by the emperor and patriarch to accomplish in his
private and public negotiations with leading clergymen at this assembly, nor of
his contributions in the preparation of documents. It is disconcerting for schol-
arship that no substantive memoir of his attendance at this meeting is extant.
Obviously, he, as well as the other two delegates, had received imperial and
patriarchal instructions and we can only surmise the Byzantine position from
the outcome and from one significant document. And yet, a disquieting issue
must be raised. The western delegates at Basle made a charge that the Greek
delegation, thus including Isidore, was engaged in acts of duplicity and in bad
faith by simultaneously involving themselves in private discussions on identical
issues with both the pope and the council. The Byzantine delegation, without
denying the charge, could only retreat to the position that they were following
the instructions of imperial and patriarchal authorities.
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One document is now attributed to Isidore and merits scrutiny in assessing
his contributions. This is a lengthy discourse, dated July [24?] 1434,** and is an
autograph that can definitely be attributed through the tools of paleography
to the pen of Isidore. This short essay can be read with ease in translation,
which is done ad sensum (as Manuel Chrysoloras would have termed it) and
not ad verbum (which would be impossible because of the style). The discourse
reads:
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Isidore and the Council of Basle 51

pepvnuévot, 8tL 0 Xplotog avTog 0bdE ETepov EWPEPEL £AVTG, 0O TO
WAVTOOHVALOV, 00 TO WPOVONTIKOV, 0VOEV TAV TOOVTOV, GAAY TO TG
EPNAVNG KOl TO THG Aydmng. Yo it eAoK@V 1| eipnv. Eyd it 1 dydwn.
oty v Ogiov Kol iepav Thg e@Vig EVVOLaV LIHOVUEVOL, WAVTA TPOTOV
V@EP Ta0TNG cWOVdALeTe, MG TOD gipnvomolod podntal Kol S1ddcKaAot
TG ipnvng. GAAL TadTa pEv obTmG Kol EUAETTE Kol cwehdeTeE KLPODV €V
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19 xotd 10 Qvijov Muiv, & Oela kol iepd oVvodog, TOV WpéwovTa
Emouvov Thig KoAfic kol Osapéotov mpodupuiag Vudv, Ng Exete VwmEP Thig
EVDoEMG TOV EKKANGLOY ToD XPioTod EYpiiv pev aptimng slmelv. Emel 08
6 WopmY 0VTOGH KopdG Paiveton uf etvan ikovog, TodTo Kkod on Aéym 10
Bpayvtatov. 0e0g 6 woldV del Bavudoto Kol VOV EVEmVEVGEY DUAV TOIG
YoYoic, tva 10 péya The Evaoems Kal iepov Thg lpHvNG TeAéonTe ypiiua.
Vv yap, dg Eotkev, N pebowodocia 100 peydAov To00Tov KahoD Kai &v
@ ViV ai®dvt koi €v 1@ példovtl dmokeltal, ovv 0@ telecbévtog Kol
eic &pyov wpoPdvtog. THY GvekAdAnTov ovV Eketvnv xapdv EEovct Kol
€VQPPOGUVNV WAVTEG OGOL AV WPOG TO TOOVTOV EPYOV GUVIPAUMGL LETO
XPNOTiG Kol GAnBovg wpobupiag.

[Address]| to the Synod at Basle

1 Divine and sacred Synod: I will first call upon help and assistance from
God, as I begin your praise; then I will address the importance of the sub-
ject, whose value, in my opinion, no prominent speaker from our times
or from antiquity may seem to be equal to, or do appropriate justice to,
our subject in this gathering. I do not believe that anyone from any time
could exhaust the significance of the matter before you, even if he spoke
at length, in suitable terms. It so happens that no speech can equal the
importance of your deeds and actions in this matter. If this is the case with
any speaker, what could I accomplish? I am not a strong public speaker and
I am physically weak, as I have not quite recovered from that illness that
lasted many days and I still endure its after-effects. In the true saying of the
philosophers, the soul also suffers along with the body.

2 I beg you to listen to my words with good will and to overlook the
fact that I am not equal to my task, in this consideration of such an impor-
tant matter, with which you are concerned. I am attempting to address
you, even though I should not appear before you. Who among you could
fail to see the beauty of this matter, which has been admired over the cen-
turies? Virtue comes from God; it is through virtue that great men, who
are inclined to follow God, approach God. Without virtue man would
not have an appropriate reason to live in God’s creation. It is through vir-
tue alone that man assimilates to God. Those who demonstrably possess it
should be called citizens of the heavens. Where else could one encounter
more individuals who flourish with virtue like the phoenix (according to
that famous, wise saying of the prophets)? You yourselves from all over the
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world have gathered here, like the chorus of the apostles, and have under-
taken the greatest labor to correct those Christians who have badly broken
away and to restore them to their former piety. In the past they held sound
dogmas according to the rules set by the divine fathers and followed the
way of the apostles. Yet somehow time created the division of the single
sacred body of the Church. The subsequent long period transformed an
original simple scratch into a formidable, wide chasm.

3 The master and creator of evil armed both sides, which then began
to argue and fight with each other. Now you are proposing to eradicate
this gulf and dispatched ambassadors to those who desire to find a satisty-
ing resolution in every way, as they embrace peace and harmony, which,
in early times and for a long time afterwards, characterized the flourishing
body of the Church.Yet the wicked one brought about their long separa-
tion, even though many patriarchs attempted to find a resolution. In their
times, however, the advantages of pursuing this goal were not realized. The
task has fallen upon you, prominent as you are with the greatest virtue and
intelligence, and you are determined to achieve union. Without hesitation
you hastened to assemble a congregation to include both sides in order
to achieve the most beautiful and highest objective. With God’s help, this
was your avowed goal. Who can adequately describe your good will, your
persistence, and your efforts to bring about, in the Holy Spirit’s grace, a
common union that would include everyone, both at home and abroad?
You took residence here in this city, and made it into your home; for many
years during you were isolated from your own countries and cities. I also
believe in this greatest and most shining goal of the holy and sacred union,
with the Grace of the Holy Spirit, and I beg and implore you to bring
about this conclusion as soon as possible. Do not postpone it, as our times
demand it, as I will mention briefly.

4 Let me touch upon this subject. Your virtue has spread over all bor-
ders and you have overlooked nothing that Christians hold just and holy.
Your activities are lawful to the most divine Church of the Latins, to cities,
and to all communities and people. Your mind was set upon a goal that
touches upon God’s will. You are truly carrying out God’s work. You have
made excellent arrangements, which continue to the present day and will
take us into the future. Who can adequately praise your great and most
divine accomplishments? Who can raise a voice to such level of loudness to
declare and to chant, in shining tones approaching all the limits of oratory,
throughout the world, the praise of what you have achieved? Your work
is worthy of praise and glory, to emerge out of the depths of forgettulness,
contrary to what happens in human affairs.

5 Wisdom is also said to come from God and human beings gracefully
share in it, not by just touching upon it lightly; we touch upon it firmly,
as we approach the heights of wisdom and enter the sanctuaries of sacred
mysteries, at least as far as human nature can share in them. Only those who
are initiated into these mysteries can grasp the power of this wisdom (or
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philosophy). Only those who probe into theology, into the heights of the
divine, and into sacred and divine laws, on whose behalf and preservation
you have undertaken this mighty struggle to confirm the power of graceful
ceremonies, can realize God’s gifts and the powerful mysteries of the Holy
Spirit, whose initiates and mystics you happen to be.

6 You have so struggled and have brought to realization, with the high-
est zeal, your apprehension to work on behalf of Christians. Can anyone
summon a power strong enough to praise your highest achievements that
I have enumerated? I do not believe so.You carry out your work in the best
and most lofty way. Any praise would be inadequate, in spite of the fact that
necessity demands that such praises be pronounced, as far as it can be done.
Let divine David take up his lyre and sing your praises along with me:“All
nations, hear my words: let the inhabitants of the world come together and
experience enjoyment and joy of delight” in the actions of this divine and
sacred assembly, which wishes to establish the pleasures of peace and har-
mony, up to the ultimate point of virtue, when you summoned the inhab-
itants of Europe and of Asia to join the common goal and become one
body, as members of the Church of Christ, who founded and confirmed
the Church with His own blood, and, as a God, supported and solidified it
with many miracles commanding peace and love, which he passed on to
His divine and sacred disciples and apostles. He fashioned this divine rock
and passed it on, with the Holy Spirit, to the sacred apostles. They encir-
cled and enchanted the entire world in their travels and each one preached
peace to all.

7 Peace reigned over the Church of Christ for a thousand years and
more, [ believe. Then out of nowhere, the ancient spiteful demon of evil
created a rebellion against the Church of Christ with minor ugly reasons,
which were not extremely harmful to either side; yet they brought us the
schism, as it was also suited to those times. Our conditions were not healthy
because of civil wars back then. So there was a division and a break and the
wounds of each side filled all souls. Time passed on and no one recalled the
immense boon of sacred peace, which was rather despised all the way to
our own times. The division became more pronounced and there were few
meetings between the two sides. What had occurred seemed worse than it
was, as time went on, and the world was filled with a marked fog of dark-
ness. The demon promoted strife and made each side to think that it was
different from the other. Nothing remained settled and confirmed and the
uncertainty was rooted in belief. Each side only fought for the establish-
ment of its views and neglected the great goal of defending the body of the
single Church of Christ.

8 Recently the divine and the holy have illuminated our souls; you came
together. You have considered all that is best and virtuous for the Church
of Christ; you decided to join the pieces torn asunder through wisdom,
through the science of sacred theology, and through the experience of
the sacred canons and laws; in one word, you decided to bring back the
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state of the ancient Church to peace and harmony through sacred canons
and laws. So you dispatched ambassadors to the emperor of the Romans
[Greeks, John VIII Palaiologos] and called upon the sacred Church of the
Greeks, thinking nothing of the toils that your ambassadors faced on this
long and difficult journey. They came often and announced their mission,
but somehow they failed to accomplish their goal.

9 Do not think that the nation of the Greeks is small and unmoving. It
has been under siege for many years during which it lost territories and came
under stress. Yet it has not been totally worn out. The Lord protects it to a
great extent. All of the Peloponnese is included in the empire of the Romans;
so are Lemnos, Imbros, and the greatest part of Thrace in the vicinity of the
city of Constantine [Constantinople]. In addition to other areas under tribute,
there is all of Corfu, Kephalonia, Zacynthos, Leukas, all of Epeiros, Illyria,
Achaea, Phocis, Boeotia, Attica, Hellas, Macedonia, Thrace, Upper and Lower
Mysia, Euboea, the Cycladic islands, Crete, Rhodes, Cyprus, Chios, and Les-
bos. All these areas are inhabited by Greeks. All territories in Asia under the
barbarians [Turks] are mostly inhabited by Greeks. They are also [inhabited
by] a great number of Syrians. There are many other kingdoms, which do not
speak Greek, but are under the Greek Church. The great kingdom of Iberia
[Georgia], the kingdom of the Lazians [Lazikans], the regions of Chechens,
Alans, Circasians, and Goths, not to mention Moldowallachia, Great Walla-
chia, and the area of the Triballians [Serbs|. In addition, there is the land of
the Albanians and to the extreme north the most extensive democracy of the
Rus’ (along the Ungrates) and the so-called king of Great Rus’, along with
other kings in the area, as well as lower Rus’ with its upper and neighboring
kings. All these are subjects of the emperors of Constantinople. These neigh-
boring nations surpass in number your neighbors.

10 The rays of the sun illuminate your virtue. I respond and I beg that
you zealously hasten, under the influence of the Holy Spirit, to reach our
goal. Spare nothing that will bring about the union of the Church so it
may recover its former status through harmony between the Church of the
Greeks and the Church of the Latins. May the Greeks embrace with affec-
tion the Church of the Latins as if it were their own. Let both sides enjoy
the pleasurable advantages, as it was in the past. Rewards, benefits, and
advantages over the divine, and the most loveable to God union will come.
Honor from God and victorious wreaths will equal what has been awarded
to the ancient holy fathers, who established the Church of Christ with care
and countless toil. They had spared nothing of themselves but derived only
pleasure and joy from their labors. Those who are alive now and by future
generations will award you for eternity and immortal glory. Each one of
you will leave behind a monument that will be greater than the Colossus of
Rhodes, which the Rhodians had dedicated to Helios. Human beings have
not achieved as much to equal that monument. Why am I talking about a
huge statue that was made by human hands? Your monument will reach
the heavens and will be evident from the rising to the setting sun.
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11 For all these reasons and for the struggle that you have undertaken
with such great zeal, I beg your divine and sacred attitude that you have
recently displayed and that you hasten to bring our goal to a conclusion,
as soon as possible, so that you will receive shortly the divine rewards and
so that you will experience, with delight, the true joy and bliss appropriate
to holy men.

12 I will address the subject of peace, on whose behalf you propose to
undertake this grand labor and on which you have focused your mind and
intelligence, hastening to realize this greatest and sacred goal of establishing
peace throughout the world. Then I will turn to a few other matters and
I will touch upon wisdom, knowledge, sacred theology, laws, and sacred
canons, ritual, and the contribution of the Holy Spirit; I will proceed, in
full understanding of the demands of time and of my innate strength. My
time is brief, but this much your divine and sacred assembly has allotted.

13 Peace is a grand subject. The name alone combines the angelic pow-
ers of Heaven’s enlightenment and is further supported by the one and
foremost Trinity of the divine (that is, the divine and inexpressible luxury
emanating from the most blessed illumination of the Trinity). These are
bound together and are connected through peace and by the bond of love.
Peace supports the intelligible world, touches upon, and approaches the
light of the divine with its purest and untouchable qualities. Furthermore,
peace solidifies and unites all goodness. Its opposite, enmity, creates separa-
tion, division, and strife.

14 Enmity, strife, and conflict did not allow the world to remain forever
in its ancient shining form but they broke it into numerous powers who
were the con-creators of evil. They became the masters of evil, affecting
the old order and its descendants. Then you see the state of the intelligi-
ble world containing an excessive amount of these mixed qualities, which
create neither peace nor order which could bring about a calm constitu-
tion of equal laws for everyone. In the presence of these disturbances war
comes about and confusion reigns with the attending disorder, dissolution,
and total destruction for everything. This most beautiful and best world no
longer exhibits is orderly shape; weakness and total darkness emerge, which
cannot be tolerated under any circumstances.

15 Let us consider a small part, which, nevertheless, is the greatest, gov-
erning and reigning part of the world, as God has ordained: the human
being. When man governs himself and observes the order and constitution
of his soul by maintaining a steady and secure peace, then there is steadiness
and order, following the appropriate pace of a chorus of angels. But when
man loses control of himself, strife and war appear, which confuse man’s
leadership qualities and create darkness, the absence of light. His soul is also
darkened. The soul then becomes a dark specter displaying inconsistency
and indecisiveness.

16 Let us see in what way peace is superior. Peace produces shining
empires. Peace produces democracy, aristocracy, and every other form of
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lawful government. Peace augments, beautifies, and greatly promotes every
city, every lord, and every subject. It also creates homes, and makes unin-
habited regions civilized; it even tames deserts and promotes habitation
everywhere. It improves all conditions and, in one word, it is responsible
for beauty and for the most desirable conditions. Without peace there is
nothing good in life. On the contrary, one encounters wars and enmity.
Wars produce murders, destruction of human life, and the elimination of
villages, cities, and provinces. It even affects animals, which also suffer along
with human beings.

17 Did war not destroy Troy of the wide streets? Was there no strife? Was
there no war? Who can forget the fate of Babylon, whose famous great walls
were so strongly fortified? Did it not destroy the sacred city of Jerusalem?
Did it not enslave and carry away the Jewish nation into Assyria? Did it not
destroy the greatest empire of the Assyrians, the empires of the Persians, of
the Greeks, and of the Romans? How many cities were ruined in Italy and
remained in this state until our own times? Recently, it has affected Galatia
[France], which flourished in the past but now is under stress and is often
destroyed by the Britons. Were not enmity and war responsible? Did they
not arm both sides? Do they not create the greatest destruction wherever
they appear? Are not books full of such cases? Do histories not talk of
enslaved nations and of the tragedies of countries and cities?

18 Consider such matters in your heart, divine and sacred assembly,
and, with the grace of the Holy Spirit, make it your intention to award
peace to the entire world. It is a noble struggle you are undertaking, if you
take into account the beauty and honesty that come with peace. Remem-
ber that Christ offers nothing else. He does not offer absolute power and
anticipation. Nothing of the sort. He only offers peace and love. He says:
“I am peace.l am love.” Follow the divine and sacred meaning of this word.
Spend all your time on behalf of peace, especially since you are the disciples
of the peacemaker and also are teachers of peace. Embrace it with devotion
and establish it in every nation. For all these reasons and for the struggle
that you have undertaken with such great zeal, I beg your divine and sacred
attitude that you have recently displayed and that you hasten to bring our
goal to a conclusion, as soon as possible, so that you will receive shortly the
divine rewards and so that you will experience, with delight, the true joy
and bliss appropriate to holy men.

19 Divine and sacred synod: I have praised, as I ought, your recent
manifest and admirable zeal, which is also pleasing to God, on behalf of
the union of the Churches of Christ. Since I do not have sufficient time,
I will only state that God performs miracles and now has inspired your
souls to conclude the great and sacred goal of achieving peace. There will
be a reward for you, on account of this great boon, in the present and in
the future, if God approves and brings the work to a proper conclusion.
All who assist with good intentions and true zeal for the conclusion of this
goal will experience inexpressible joy and delight.
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In terms of style, the Address is a composition that displays the erudition
of its author in Attic Greek. Isidore’s Atticism has little that Demosthenes or
Isocrates would have recognized; it is more typical of the style of the Byzantine
Greeks of the quattrocento, who preferred the Attic style of the second sophistic.
Libanios, Philostratos, or Aelius Aristides would have read Isidore’s prose with
ease and with a certain degree of admiration for his expression. For modern
or classical Attic tastes, though, his style can be termed verbose, as the author
uses too many words to express one thought. Isidore’s essay is a typical oration
of the learned Byzantines and their adherents who continued it in the six-
teenth century, among them Markos Musurus, Janos Laskaris, and Demetrios
Khalkokondyles, who represented Greek scholarship in Renaissance Italy. John
‘W. Barker has aptly described this style of late Byzantine composition, which is
also encountered in Manuel IT’s literary compositions:*

Obscure and unusual tricks of Classical style are seized upon and used to
absurd extremes. Logical syntax is distorted almost beyond recognition,
and word order beyond all reason. Infinitives are used recklessly in place
of participles; participles are exploited by the bushel as nouns. Key words
are deliberately omitted . .. vague and imprecise words are gleefully strewn
about at every opportunity. Grammar and vocabulary become pawns in a
learned game, in which one expert vies with the other to achieve a nirvana
of esoteric enigma. Maintaining the Hellenistic tradition with remarkable
fidelity on the one hand, and mirroring on the other the rhetoric typical
of early Renaissance humanists. . . [they made] each work an exercise in
empty and stylized patterns. In the process, content and substance are often
lost or ignored and are almost always subordinate to demands of style and
displays of elegance.

Isidore’s essay was originally composed in Attic Greek, but was subsequently
translated into Latin by the Sicilian humanist Giovanni Aurispa.** Whether Isi-
dore lacked sufficient proficiency in Latin or was reluctant to furnish a Latin
version himself remains an unanswered question. It is most probable that he
delivered the address in Attic Greek, which few in the audience at Basle could
understand, hence the need for a Latin translation. He had demonstrated a
reluctance to employ foreign languages throughout much of his lifetime, favor-
ing the use of his beloved Attic Greek. It is reasonable to assume, therefore, that
he addressed the audience in Attic Greek, given his penchant for the dialect.

In terms of content, it is surprising that Isidore, a well-educated cleric, has
very little to say about theological matters. While he does make reference to
and cites the standard platitudes about God’s will and the inspiration of the
Holy Spirit, he does not address the real problems that the Council of Basle is
facing, nor does he confront the synod’s and Greek Church’s difficulties with
the papacy. Isidore’s main theme is the survival of the Greek state against the
onslaughts of the Islamic threat and, by extension, the unification of Chris-
tendom and its churches as a powerful force to counter the threat confronting
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the Byzantines. Thus Isidore in many ways expresses the current views of
the imperial leadership at Constantinople and his observations and arguments
would have been heartily approved by John VIII, who was determined to
achieve union in order to become the recipient of military and financial aid
from Catholic Europe and in this way resist the encroaching Ottoman expan-
sion. The elaborations of Isidore expressed in the essay are the views of the
emperor as we encounter them in the composition of Sylvestros Syropoulos
about the councils of Basle and Ferrara-Florence. Isidore suppresses the con-
cerns and problems of the Greek Church and those of Catholicism for the
survival of the imperial state. If anything, this essay clearly demonstrates that
Isidore is closer to the emperor in his perception of the issues than to those
of the majority of the Greeks who wished to remain free of papal domina-
tion and various interferences. It is clear that unification and the anticipated
rewards that would result through the unification of the churches are Isidore’s
main concerns. He is, at least initially at the councils, less a theologian and
more a practitioner of Realpolitik, although as events would later demonstrate,
Isidore did address questions of Christian dogma, both in the Greek and Latin
contexts.

But in his Basle address, he begins with an introduction, which, through
classical precedents, evokes a captatio benevolentiae. He praises his audience for
their willingness to undertake church unification. While this theme remains
alive throughout the speech, he takes the opportunity to provide his own
interpretations based on history and not on theology. He harkens back to the
“ancient” order of the church when, he believes, everything was in order for
a period of a thousand years and suggests that in recent centuries, through the
intervention of the devil, the schism occurred.”” He then draws upon ancient
precedents to illustrate the ills that division brings and makes the generaliza-
tion that all evil has as its source the absence of peace. He takes time to point
out the importance of the Greek “empire.” Even though it has been dimin-
ished in size, he makes the curious argument that the subjects of the Turks are
Greeks and proceeds to list the territories still controlled by Constantinople.
‘While there 1s exaggeration here, as he seems to include the Ionian Islands that
were then under Latin rule, and other territories that were not a part of the
“empire,” we may suggest that he manufactured a hyperbole to impress upon
his audience the territorial extent of the “empire.” Moreover, he utilizes the
fact that many eastern territories still subject themselves to the ecclesiastical
authority of the patriarch, even though they are politically independent from
Constantinople.

Thus the essay includes a certain amount of exaggeration as well as simplifi-
cation in advancing theological arguments. Whenever Isidore suggests theology,
he borders on suggesting paganism. The terms that he uses for mystery religions
and initiation rites are closer to those in usage in late antiquity and not in the
Christian context of the late medieval period. He conveys the simple thought
that it is the devil that has put everything into confusion and the Council of
Basle should be praised in its efforts to restore the “ancient peace” to the church.
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We should express one further thought. Though his communication is
couched in philosophical and theological argumentation, he does not neglect
to cite the western ecclesiastical and secular difficulties and issues then linked to
his imperial state. By drawing this analogy, Isidore before the general congrega-
tion of the Council of Basle makes a strong plea and justification for church
union. He calls upon the general congregation to arrive at the formation of
unum Ecclesice sanctum corpus, “one holy body of the church”® that then was
divided. His emphasis was upon the fragmented Christendom and the problems
that had ensued over the course of centuries. He relates that this division arises
because, in the Latin rendition, there are,®

non iura, non cequitates, non ritus, non consuetudines, non leges. Omnia enim quce
Christi Ecclesice conferunt, quee civitatibus, quce populis, quee generi hominum, div-
ina quadam providentia, divina industria tractatis.

No laws, no equalities, no religious customs, no usages, no agreements.
Truly, all things brought together upon the church of Christ, which are
being brought to the states, which are brought to the peoples and to human
kind, have been handled by a certain divine providence and a divine energy.

For comparative purposes, it is very difficult to contrast the Greek text with
the Latin translation of Aurispa, who also utilized an ad sensum approach. He
exercised literary license and provided an improved text without distorting the
essential ideas conveyed by Isidore.

The statements of Isidore reveal his strong belief in and an adherence to
the notion of church reunion between East and West, and an admission of the
willingness of the Byzantine “empire” to be a strong advocate for unification
under one head, the pope. These statements clearly contravened the resolve of
the council to weaken the claim of papal supremacy and to limit the powers of
the Roman curia. He is also aware of conflicts in the West and cites the political
divisions in Italy, the struggles between Venice and Genoa, the involvements of
the papacy and other peninsular states in these struggles that could limit the
quality and quantity of military aid and personnel for the defense of the empire,
and the Hundred Years"War between England and France (which he designates,
in his classical mode, as Britannia and Galatia/Gallia). Isidore has thus dem-
onstrated a breath of knowledge concerning affairs in the West and was well
aware how these might have a negative impact upon the primary imperial goal
to salvage the few remnants of the once glorious Byzantine Empire with the
arrival of western aid.

Perhaps a more significant attestation of Byzantine involvement in western
ecclesiastical and political questions is a summary document that provides the
potential Byzantine position on issues at the assembly. The text bears no sig-
nature to indicate either authorship or a collective group of contributors, nor
does it state its immediate origin within the assembly. It is dated 1434 and
bears the title*” Sequuntur Avisamenta. Dominorum deputatorum in _facto pecuniarum
reperiendarum pro adventu Greecorum ad hoc sacrum generale concilium Basileense, efc.,
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“Notices Follow. Of the lords selected to find money in the real world for
the arrival of the Greeks to this holy general council of Basle” The text lists
thirty-one items of conciliar and Byzantine concern, but also includes issues
raised before the general assembly at Basle. The document is an excellent sum-
mary statement to deputations present at the council and defines their financial
needs for attendance; it is also indicative of the complex doctrinal and other
issues confronting the council. And most significantly, the text demonstrates the
preeminent position to be accorded to the arriving Greeks.

A mutual agreement to achieve union of the Greek and Roman churches,
a concordat commonly identified as Sicut pia mater (As a Pious Mother)*' between
the Greeks and the Basle assembly in a public session, was reached on the 7th of
September 1434, whereby the former solemnly promised to abide by the provi-
sions of the accord. The document addresses a number of significant issues, but
throughout remains optimistic in tone. It expressly desires to end the religious
and military assaults upon the Bohemians (or rather the Hussites) and to bring to
a conclusion the centuries-long theological discord between the Byzantines and
Rome. The agreement notes that the conciliarists sensed early on in their con-
clave that the Byzantines were desirous of church union and dispatched a delega-
tion to Constantinople; the emperor and patriarch graciously received the Basle
representatives. The emperor, it notes, “straightaway” appointed three ambassa-
dors to participate in the conciliar council. Thereafter, in general congregation at
Basle, the Byzantine delegates expressed a most fervent desire for church union
and daily they revisited this desire for union. The document stresses, however,
that the Byzantine delegation made clear that union could only be achieved in
a universal synod, at which both eastern and western churchmen would par-
ticipate in the deliberations and could come to common agreement. Accord
was thus reached on several points. First, substantive attention was devoted to a
forthcoming site, where the council would continue its deliberations and at that
same time make provision for the maintenance of the delegates in the host city.
Among the cities proposed were Constantinople, although the choice remained
unresolved, granting to the Latin delegates the option to select one of their own
urban centers. The text notes that John VIII and Patriarch Joseph placed limita-
tions upon naming certain sites, because they were not mentioned in previous
instructions. To preclude failure to arrive at agreement upon a future site, the
document nominated a number of places: Bologna, Milan (or another Italian
city), Calabria, Ancona, Buda (in Hungary), Vienna, and lastly Savoy.* But to
avoid a stalemate over the issue of a future meeting place, the Byzantine delega-
tion promised that the emperor, the patriarch, and the other members of their
delegation would attend the forthcoming synod. On this note, Sicut pia mater
attirmed Byzantine sincerity for achieving church union and the council in turn
made provision for the transfer of a substantial sum of money, 8,000 ducats, to
the Greeks for convening a congregation of eastern prelates in Constantinople
in preparation for their attendance at the future synod.

Assurances were given of military assistance in the form of archers, although
the initial draft of the document called for the dispatch of “two large galleys and
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two light galleys and 300 crossbowmen [to] be sent for the protection of the
city [Constantinople].”* The large galleys would then transport the imperial
and patriarchal delegation to the site of the future synod. This commitment of
military assistance was to take place by August 1435. Although the costs of dis-
patching and the maintenance of crossbowmen in the imperial city were to be
funded by the Basle assembly, the primary reason for their dispatch was to assist
in the defense of Constantinople during the absence of the emperor against a
possible Turkish assault or to suppress an internal revolt led by anti-unionists.

Lastly, we encounter in Sicut pia mater clarification for the meaning of some
phrases, since there apparently was a lack of clarity among the Latin and Greek
delegates. In providing elucidation, Isidore must have played a prominent role,
since he was more proficient in understanding ecclesiastical terminology than
his lay counterparts. The Latins brought up four phrases for further elaboration.
First, they sought to determine the Greek understanding of synodus universa-
lis (“‘universal synod”). The Byzantine position was that the pope and eastern
patriarchs or their procurators should be present at the future synod. Lesser
ranking prelates or their representatives should also participate. Perhaps most
noteworthy was the stipulation that both the emperor and the Constantinopo-
litan patriarch be present and participate in the synod. Like the first seven ecu-
menical councils recognized by the Eastern churches, the emperor was to enjoy
a preeminent place at the head of the gathering, even if a shared role, was to
have a function in the discussions, and was to have a voice in the final decisions.
Next, the phrase libera et inviolata (“free and inviolate”) was explained by the
Greeks to imply that there would be uninhibited discussion without obstacles
or violence to any of the speakers. Third, the Latins sought the Greek under-
standing of sine contentione (“without contention”), which the Greek ambassa-
dors explained meant the absence of quarrelsome discussions and ill-tempered
contentiousness among the delegates or delegations. They maintained that the
discussions should be necessary, peaceful, honest, and charitable. And lastly, the
Latins sought a clarification of Apostolica et canonica (“‘Apostolic and canonical”),
to which the Greeks replied that the synod should define what it understood
this phrase to imply. The Byzantine delegation did stress that their emperor
be accorded the same rights, honors, privileges, and dignities as the pope, thus
equating the two heads of a synod.*

In the same document, the Greeks requested that Eugenius IV be informed
of the provisions in Sicut pia mater and that his consent be given to its contents.
The conciliarists were willing to seek his assent for the benefit of the faith and
ecclesiastical unity. Doubtless, this instrument was revolutionary in its tone and
contents, and may explain why hereafter the pope labored zealously to under-
mine the decisions of the Basle assembly and to gain an advantage as the sole
head of the church at any future gathering.

John VIII signified his approval of the provisions of Sicut pia mater. He issued
a formal document, dated 26 November 1435, of which only Latin renditions
are extant.” Bearing no title, the contents of the text restress the role and
participation of the pope in a future gathering and the importance of church
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union. John VIII lists his ambassadors to Basle and cites them by name, includ-
ing Isidore. He then cites the Basle ambassadors to his own imperial city: John
of Ragusa, who was of the order of public professors and a magister in sacred
books; Henry (Heinrich) Menger, a knowledgeable doctor and a canon in
Constance; and Symeon Fréron, a baccalaureate in sacred theology and a canon
at Orléans. Sylvestros Syropoulos* also identifies the three legates, but identifies
them respectively as “Brother John,” Henry Mancer,* and Brother Simon.”*
The legates were sufficiently funded to meet all their needs and were granted
the power and authority to arrange all matters leading to the convocation of an
ecumenical synod.” Their role in the imperial city and the contentious discus-
sions that extended over a number of days will be discussed presently.

In the meantime at Basle, during the years 1435 and 1436, while Isidore
conducted negotiations directly with the pope, the Byzantine delegation reaf-
firmed its commitment in general congregation and in the presence of the
assembly’s commissaries and expressed the fervent wishes of the emperor,
patriarch, and the Eastern Church for union. They did, however, emphasize
their view that union could only be achieved in a universal synod, recog-
nizing that the provisions of Sicut pia mater had elapsed through no fault of
the Byzantines or the conciliarists, but rather because of intervening negotia-
tions. However, the provision of military aid did materialize and forces were
dispatched in 1436. The reatfirmation of imperial and patriarchical sincerity
is again noted in the proceedings of the twenty-fourth session held on the
14th of April 1436, and in the document addressing matters concerning the
Greeks.” This document also makes an interesting provision. There must have
been apprehension for the safety of John VIII and Patriarch Joseph to travel to
a future site. What prompted this concern is not made clear, nor is evidence
furnished as to who may have posed a threat to the Byzantine delegation and
under what circumstances. The conciliarists were concerned about the security
and freedom of the Greeks and thus guaranteed their status as delegates, free
of any impediments or threats to their wellbeing. Also, their unrestricted travel,
entry into and egress from cities, maintenance, and free expression in debates
without hindrance from anyone were guaranteed. Hereafter, both groups for
the remainder of the year labored to make preparations for reconvening the
general assembly at Ferrara.

It became evident by 1437 that the papacy had gained the upper hand in dis-
cussions and had won the allegiance of Constantinople. Further, it was noticed
that throughout 1435 and the following year, Isidore and his colleagues held
private discussions with the pope and his representatives. But in the meantime,
disputes among the delegations had arisen within the Council of Basle over a
number of essential points. The concordat, Sicut pia mater, in essence had lapsed
by 1437, but the promised military aid for the defense of Constantinople did
materialize. According to the document, 300 archers were authorized. Part of
the contingent was to be provided by the papacy, while the other part was
to be furnished by the Basle assembly. Each group was to be transported on
their respective ships. The papal vessels arrived before the others and gained
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the advantage to transport Patriarch Joseph and 700 delegates, while John VIII
traveled on his own ship.

In the same year, Eugenius IV submitted a document to the Basle assembly
titled: Bulla Domini Nostri Papee. De assensu preestito in materiis Greecorum, A Bull
of Our Lord the Pope. Concerning the assent prescribed in Greek matters.”
The pope emphatically points out ut Greeci ad unitatem Romance atque catholice
ecclesice reducerentur, “‘so that the Greeks may be led back to the unity of the
Roman and Catholic Church”;* thus the discussions of the conciliarists were
rendered fruitless. The pope’s intent at this juncture may have been not only to
weaken conciliarist resolve, but also to negate their numerous issues that had
drawn disparate delegations to Basle and to reinforce his primacy as head of the
church. For Eugenius, it appears to have been a foregone conclusion that the
Byzantines were desirous of church unity and it was futile for the conciliar-
ists to continue their efforts to woo the Greeks, although the conciliarists also
affirmed their desire as stated in the documentation for the twenty-fourth ses-
sion (14 April 1436) to achieve union of the two churches.The following year,
the theme of concord between the papacy and the Constantinopolitan patri-
archate and imperium was reaffirmed in Alia Bulla Patens Domini. Nostri pape
in que inseruntur capitula concordata cum Greecis, efc., “Another Available Bull of
the Lord, Our Pope, which includes an agreement with the Greeks.”>® Hence,
Eugenius reserved for the papacy the sole responsibility for achieving union
between the two churches and he undermined the efforts of the Basle assembly
to win the Byzantines over to their cause. Hereafter, the documents produced
in the next five years at Basle demonstrate the intense rivalry between the
conciliarists and the papacy, each attempting to encourage the Byzantines to
adopt their positions. For the Byzantine delegation, including Isidore, their pri-
mary mission remained to accept the notion of the union of churches and to
secure western military aid for the salvation of their imperial state. In time, the
Basle assembly relented, bowing to papal pressures, left its work unresolved, and
accepted the proposal to reconvene at Ferrara on the 18th of January 1438 in
order to begin the work of church union. But in spite of these initial achieve-
ments and of the negotiations with the conciliarists and papists, the notion of a
church union remained anathema to many Greeks, particularly the monks and
a significant proportion of the Constantinopolitan populace, who especially
viewed the Roman papacy with distavor and deep suspicion, questioning papal
intentions toward the Greeks and the fear of Latinization of their church. His-
torical precedent and deep memories played significant roles in the formulation
of the negative Byzantine outlook toward Rome, especially when viewing the
consequences of the crusader conquest and sack of the imperial city in 1204
and the aftermath. Geanakoplos, however, sums up well the respective positions
of the three groups as Basle:

the Greeks were more familiar with the traditional papal prestige than with
the new phenomenon of western conciliarism, and indeed conciliarism as
a movement soon proved to be ephemeral ... he [John VIII] ... preferred
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to negotiate with a single absolute authority rather than the factious fathers
at Basel.™

But then the declining empire had only to look eastward and accept the further
realization that the Ottoman Turks also rejected the notion of church union
between Rome and Constantinople, being informed of the ensuing negotia-
tions and viewing the remnants of the Byzantine Empire as within their sphere
of influence and domination.’® Thus, the Byzantines entered a phase in the
second half of the 1430s and the decade of the 1440s wherein their substantial
need for western military aid was compounded by renewed Ottoman pres-
sures and territorial aggressions. Indeed, the international politics played a more
decisive role than the religious postulations of the conciliarists and papists at
Basle.

3 Byzantine issues resulting from Basle

The arrival of the Basle delegation, headed by John of Ragusa, is substantially
recorded by Sylvestros Syropoulos.®® His account, addressed from the perspec-
tive of the patriarchate, is one of the rare detailed texts to provide us with
information on the difficulties of the negotiations with the Basle envoys. Nor
was there unanimity within the Byzantine court and the patriarchate; rather,
there were contested questions often testing the resolve of the emperor and of
the patriarch, often reaching a breaking point in their relationship.

A few days after their arrival, John of Ragusa, Henry Menger, and Symon
Fréron made a formal visit to the patriarch. Each side rendered to the other the
customary honors. John of Ragusa first reiterated that the Basle synod had a
great desire to enact church union and was prepared to assume all responsibility
and expenses for transporting the emperor, patriarch, and other eastern Church
Fathers to the proposed synod site. He concluded by saying that this delega-
tion was dispatched to Constantinople to cooperate and to takes steps for all
necessities. Henry Menger then spoke and noted that they had brought with
them scribes, but the latter had fallen ill to an infectious disease en route to the
imperial city. He lamented that their delegation was deprived of the skills of the
scribes. Perhaps most notable are the words of the third envoy, Symon Fréron.
He argued that church union would be a great benefit to Christianity, and
especially that the western lords would greatly assist their eastern counterparts,
assuming that he implied military assistance.”’

Patriarch Joseph responded positively to their words, but with a caveat. He
acknowledged that church union was highly desirable. Although he was will-
ing to undertake and contribute toward the completion of “God’s work,” he
then indicated that the projected journey would be difficult for him because
of ill health and his advanced age. In terms of the promises and pledges of the
Basle envoys, he contrasted himself as another (doubting) Thomas.*® During
the weeks of the Basle envoys’ presence in Constantinople, time and again he
reiterated his skepticism about a successful conclusion to the negotiations.
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The meetings with the patriarch were complicated by two other circum-
stances. Accompanying the Basle envoys were the Byzantine delegation of John
VIII and the papal representative Christoforo. The patriarch received Metok-
hites, Isidore, and Dishypatos, but they were not accorded the customary cour-
tesies. Of this discourteous reception, rumors almost immediately circulated
within the imperial court and the city that disparaged the accomplishments of
the Byzantine legation to Basle and focused on the fact that there was disagree-
ment among the three legates. Whether there was disbelief concerning their
accomplishments, the issue of church union must have been disturbing to the
Orthodox anti-unionist elements and fueled misstatements of what had tran-
spired. And that the patriarch had not received the Byzantine legates with the
customary courtesies appears to have become common knowledge among the
urban populace. In a number of circles, the absence of rendering courtesy was
viewed as a slight to the emperor and a negation of the envoy’s achievements
at Basle. Thus, Isidore came to be viewed within the patriarchal circle with
suspicion, given the evidence provided by Sylvestros Syropoulos in his memoir.

Not to undermine his eftorts at church union and the reception of military
assistance from the West, the emperor commanded high churchmen, abbots,
and confessors to assemble before the patriarch. John VIII as well attended this
gathering and took his place as katekhoumenos (KotnyoOpevog) to the right of
the patriarch.To preclude further misstatements of what had transpired at Basle,
the emperor directed the three Byzantine envoys to provide an account of what
had taken place.”” Metokhites, the leading spokesman for the envoys, related
of the courtesies extended to them by the high clergy at the synod and of the
amiable conversations that they had had. He stated that they were regularly
informed of the proceedings, were permitted to address “both” factions at the
synod, were allowed to voice the Byzantine concerns, and received satisfactory
answers for these problems. Metokhites stressed that the three envoys were in
agreement to accept only those things that they had requested. He denied that
there were divisions among them. Rather, he stated, they found solutions to
Byzantine concerns and under oath reached agreements that were delineated
in the decree to be presented by the Basle legates. Isidore and Dishypatos con-
firmed what the leading envoy had stated. The emperor was pleased with their
statements and then called upon the patriarch to speak. But when he began to
speak, the emperor happened to laugh. The patriarch was saddened and viewed
the incident as one to mock him, although John VIII denied this intent. There-
after, Patriarch Joseph refused to continue to speak and no attempts at imperial
conciliation were successful.” Clearly, this meeting had ended on an unfortu-
nate note and would make difficult future relations between the two leaders.
On a positive note, the Byzantine envoys to Basle spoke highly of John of
Ragusa, who had made himself available to the Greeks and had been eager to
provide for their comfort.®!

A few days later, the patriarch assembled his immediate circle of high
clergy and others. He announced that the emperor had conferred with the
Latin envoys and had come to the decision to cooperate with them. John VIII
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indicated that he would compel Patriarch Joseph to cooperate with the Latin
envoys and would require him to travel to the synod. The patriarch considered
these demands unbearable. He could not bring himself to cooperate with the
emperor. He made clear that he would resist if he found a proposal favoring
union not to his liking. He found himself abandoned by the emperor and had
only his immediate ecclesiastical circle to look to for support. The patriarch
then sought their advice and asked for their assistance in this matter. His cler-
ics urged him to remain brave and unyielding. They promised to defend their
church. Having gained their collaboration, the patriarch felt encouraged to
meet with the emperor on the following day.® Thus, the lines were drawn
between emperor and patriarch. The discussions between the patriarch and his
high clergy fueled the passions of the anti-unionists and there was no retreating
on the issues.

The following day, a Friday, John VIII summoned Patriarch Joseph to meet
with him at the Nea Ekklesia, a church within the complex of the great palace.
This was to be a private meeting between the two men and the clergy accom-
panying the patriarch were to remain seated outside the structure. The two then
summoned the mesazontes, the emperor’s confidants, and the grand domestic,
and there followed the high priests and the Byzantine legates to Basle, thus
including Isidore.

After completion of their discussions, the patriarch was directed by the
emperor to state what had been agreed upon between them. Noting that John
of Ragusa and his colleagues had requested that the Byzantines announce what
the Council of Basle had accomplished, that was done. In addition, the Latin
delegation asked that the Basle decree that they had brought with them be
presented to those present. The latter requested a reading of the document
and with trepidation they were alarmed at the contents of its preamble. The
synod, it reads, had agreed to exert efforts to correct the “ancient heresy of the
Greeks,” much as they were attempting to correct that of the Hussites.®® This
caused such consternation among the Greek high clergy that a succession of
meetings ensued with the Basle delegates to resolve the contentious statements.
To the Byzantine side in these negotiations, the mesazontes, the patriarch, and
his immediate circle of high clerics, were added Demetrios Angelos Philom-
mates (a YPOUPOTIKOC, an imperial secretary),® Georgios Scholarios (the scholar
and later a strong anti-unionist), and Brother Manuel (a translator).*

The Byzantine participants sought a correction to the preamble and requested
that the author of this oftensive statement be identified. Maintaining that they
had never deviated from the apostolic, synodic, and patristic traditions, the
Greek legates argued that this statement was creating a scandal among them and
demanded a correction to the preamble. The Latin legates affirmed that this was
not done on purpose and alleged that a secretary had included this condemna-
tion of the Byzantines. Denying that the Latins had ever held the Byzantines to
be heretical, the legates claimed that they were not doing so at present and that
the inclusion of that statement had been an error. The Latins then asserted that
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the Byzantine envoys, thus also Isidore, to the Council of Basle had seen a draft
of the decree and could have raised objections and asked for a correction to
the preamble, but had failed to do so.The Greeks present at this gathering then
concluded among themselves that John of Ragusa and his colleagues had been
endowed with great powers by their synod and could recast the decree, affix a
seal, and deliver it to the emperor and patriarch.

At a second meeting of both sides, restating that the oftensive preamble was
not done on purpose, they could not submit to the Byzantine demand for a
correction. John of Ragusa and his colleagues held that they were not entrusted
with the power or authority to make a correction. They would, however, in a
letter confirm the correction to the preamble and promised that the Basle synod
would approve this change. The Greeks remained firm and refused to accept
the proposal of a letter. They insisted that the preamble had to be rewritten and
emended then and there. They reiterated that publicly the Latins had branded
them as heretics and on this note the second meeting abruptly adjourned.®

A third meeting was arranged. Again, the contentious issue arose and the
Byzantines persisted in their demand for a correction. The Latins countered
with the statement that they had suggested a method for correction, but that
it was unacceptable to the Greeks. The Latins also countered with the argu-
ment that they did not have the power to make a bull in the imperial city.
They did propose to write another preamble, making the correction that the
Greeks demanded, and would rewrite the decree for their approval. However,
they noted that the revised document would be sent to Basle with one of their
members for approval and would be sealed with a bull. All sides were satis-
fied with this approach, although one Byzantine skeptic raised the question of
whether or not the synod would accept and confirm the revised document.”’

In the ensuing days, discussions continued regarding the participation of the
patriarch and other Byzantine high churchmen at the proposed universal synod.
The Greeks expressed concern citing the declining health of the patriarch, the
advanced age and infirmities of leading ecclesiastics, and the difficulties of travel
that would be imposed upon them. The future site of the synod and the nomi-
nated nine locations ruled out distant travel to the more remote among them,
excluding Basle and Savoy.®® There appeared no immediate compromise on a
location and accord was not reached.

Two other difficulties arose regarding the Greek presence at the forthcom-
ing synod. Sylvestros Syropoulos and the confessor Lord Matthaios raised these
concerns. First, they observed that if the emperor, patriarch, and other high
ecclesiastics were away from the imperial city at a time of war the defense of the
city could not be carried out effectively. The emperor and his immediate party
would be required to return hastily to their city and to abandon the synod, leav-
ing the work of church union undone. The second issue concerned expenses
of return passage. The patriarchal chronicler and the confessor raised a question:
Should no agreement be reached on the convocation of a future synod, who
would bear the costs of return passage for the Byzantine participants? Would
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the Council of Basle provide passage on their galleys and thus bear the costs?
A confidant of the emperor, Loukas Notaras, stressed that they had addressed
the first concern and elaborated that the emperor, a number of high lords
about him including the military units accompanying them, and the church-
men would be required to return to Constantinople. Notaras clarified further
that the ecclesiastics would play no role in a conflict and were generally and
normally useless in the city’s defense. Concerning the issue of payment for
return passage, he maintained that this should be addressed at a later meeting.®’

John of Ragusa and his colleagues addressed the second concern at a sub-
sequent consultation. They pointed out that they were confident that church
union would be achieved and they had not considered the cost of return pas-
sage. They did, however, stipulate that should church union fail to be achieved,
the Byzantines would then be responsible for payment of their own return
passage. A number of Byzantine legates at this meeting became upset over these
hidden expenditures. Suspicious of Latin intents, the Greeks stipulated that a
written statement be included in the Basle decree. John of Ragusa and his col-
leagues agreed to add this requirement to the document and the matter was
settled.”

As discussions extended over a prolonged period and the issues were rela-
tively minute in content, John VIII intervened and expressed his position on
church union. He concluded that the schism had lasted for too long and, as he
enumerated, “very close to five hundred years.”””! His mathematics was faulty.
The Photian Schism occurred in the mid-ninth century and the formal incep-
tion of the schism in 1054. It is unclear from the sources which event he had
in mind. The first would have been approaching 600 years and the second
looming on 400 years. The emperor believed that if church union were accom-
plished, both the Greeks and Latins would benefit, improving both church
structures in countless ways.”

Attention now turned to the presence of Christoforo, the papal representa-
tive, at these negotiations. He was instructed by the Latin delegation from Basle
to gain the pope’s approval on the arrangements that had thus far been agreed
upon for a future synod and to obtain a statement from the pope that he
would attend the future assembly. The Latins were displeased with Christoforo’s
responses, believing that he was evasive. They became angry and demanded that
he submit in writing all that had been agreed upon. He was willing to do this,
but even this seemed not to satisty the Basle envoys and they displayed their
contempt for Christoforo. The following day, however, Christoforo produced
a written statement detailing, in acceptable form, that he had the power and
authority to cooperate with the Basle envoys and that the pope would accede
to the agreements that had been concluded.” Excluded, however, were guar-
antees of return passage for the Byzantine delegation should church union
not be achieved. The Latin delegates maintained that they lacked the power
to make this guarantee. John of Ragusa and Kantakouzenos then engaged in a
lively exchange over the issue of what authority and power the Basle envoys
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were granted to make changes to the original decree. The Latins argued that it
was impossible for them to make alterations to the decree, but after consulting
among themselves they concluded that they could include a provision for safe-
conduct for the emperor, patriarch, and Byzantine delegation to a future synod,
although the issue of return passage appears to have been left unresolved. In
addition, they would present to the delegates at the Council of Basle the new
draft of the preamble and other changes to the original decree. Henry Menger
was then designated to return to Basle with the documentation, obtain their
approval with a seal, and dispatch the sealed documents.”

The only unresolved question was whether or not the patriarch would
attend the forthcoming council. The Latin envoys visited and conferred with
him. They urged him to attend and to give his consent to make the arranged
travel. He hesitated again, arguing that his advanced age and poor health pre-
cluded him from making this difficult journey. Exasperated with his responses,
the Latin legates demanded that he agree to make the journey, to which he
replied: “If the pope travels to the synod, I will go too.”” The legates stressed
that “a pope” will come to the synod, the implication being whether he come
from Rome or Avignon. Patriarch Joseph then insisted upon assurances that the
pope in Rome would attend and the Basle envoys gave confirmation. On this
vague note agreement was achieved.

There was one further stipulation. Since the populace of Constantinople
was aware of the offensive preamble, the Byzantine negotiators insisted that
the revised preamble be read to the public and that it would be announced
that the Greeks would attend the universal synod. The following Sunday, a
gathering of Constantinopolitans and others took place in the Holy Church
of the Resurrection of Christ. The revised preamble was read. Loukas Notaras,
perhaps speaking for the emperor, added a few statements. Thus the preamble
and the Basle decree were completed in a revised form. The new document,
along with imperial and patriarchal letters, was dispatched to the Basle synod.
Likewise, Christoforo returned to Rome to announce to the pope what had
transpired.

‘What was the role of Isidore during the course of these negotiations? Obvi-
ously, he was present. But the emperor and patriarch, and their immediate circle,
played the primary roles. As a representative of John VIII, Isidore maintained his
fidelity to the emperor throughout these discussions, although his submission
to patriarchal authority must have come into question.

4 The Muscovite reaction

The question next arises: How do Russian sources and scholarship view the
proceedings at Basle, in view of the fact that Isidore was soon to become the
metropolitan of Kiev and of All Rus’? Although the Muscovites purportedly
had sent Iona (Jonas), the bishop of Riazan and acting metropolitan of Kiev
and of All Rus’,”® whom we shall discuss more extensively in the next chapter,
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as a part of a Rus’ delegation to Basle, his late arrival precluded the Rus’ from
having any substantial influence upon its deliberations or a role in its decisions.
The Muscovite delegation, if in attendance (and there is substantive justification
for questioning their presence), must have had some concerns about Isidore’s
prominent position at the council and the part he played in the often undocu-
mented private negotiations. Also, were the Muscovites so preoccupied with
their own internal political, military, and religious affairs that their legate or leg-
ates, though perhaps aware of the substance of the discussions, could ignore the
proceedings at Basle and the consequences that it might portend for Muscovy?
It would seem that domestic issues outweighed the discussions at Basle, even
though they must have been cumbersome for the Muscovites who remained
isolated from and suspicious of Byzantine imperial and patriarchal relationships
with western prelates at this assembly and what this signified for their own met-
ropolitanate. In essence, the Rus’ delegation at Basle, if in attendance, of its own
volition remained unproductive in the process of resolving delicate questions
and apparently estranged from the overall proceedings.

Contemporaneous fifteenth-century Rus’ sources and those of the next cen-
tury, especially the annals/chronicles,”” are strangely reticent concerning the
matters discussed at Basle. Questions for theological disputation, such as the “fil-
ioque” insertion in the Nicene Creed, the notion of the existence of a Purgatory,
and the dispute over the use of leavened versus unleavened bread, among other
matters, concerned the Muscovites little at the moment. Of express importance
to them was the matter of ecclesiastical authority — the claim of the primacy of
the pope at Rome over the Constantinopolitan patriarchate and its implications
for the Rus’. Even modern Russian sources treat lightly the issues addressed by
this assembly.”® It is true that the Rus’ metropolitanate was a branch of the Con-
stantinopolitan patriarchate, and thus was subject to overall Byzantine jurisdic-
tion and ecclesiastical confirmation of its metropolitans. But at the same time,
the Muscovites were seeking a path to establish their ecclesiastical autonomy,
an autocephalous church, independent or at the least semi-independent of both
Constantinople and Rome.

By the onset of 1437, Isidore had completed his mission along with the
other members of the Byzantine delegation to the Council of Basle. His return
to Constantinople ushered him into a new phase in his rise in the ecclesiasti-
cal hierarchy. At the same time, he was to achieve new literary successes that
brought him added prominence at the expense of his rivals. But the path to
eminence was by no means free of torturous encounters and was fraught with
many vines and thorns strewn along the unpaved road. His credentials as a
pro-unionist were clearly established at Basle and, thereafter, he appears to have
remained unwavering in this position. Whether in later years he had doubts
about what had been achieved, he does not express these concerns either in his
letters or other writings. How steadfast he remained in his support of church
union is best understood in his role as a papal legate to numerous Orthodox
areas and herein we have a better understanding of his determination to remain
a loyal papal advocate for church union.
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siae, CFDS, Series A, vol. X, fasc. 1, pp. vii, viii, gives no notice that Isidore was designated
“Titular Latin Patriarch of Constantinople.” In point of fact, the Curriculum does not cite
any Latin positions held by Isidore and cites only his Greek offices. The source for Hof-
mann’s claim that Isidore was elevated to the titular Latin seat in Constantinople in 1452
remains suspect. On the other hand, if we carefully examine Arch. Serg. Reg. Vat. 398, fol.
56, that is addressed as Calistus etc. Venerabili Fratri Philippo Archiepiscopo Cretensi, salutem
efc., and is dated the seventh Ide of July, 1455, the first year of his pontificate (the pon-
tificate of Nicholas came to a conclusion in the same year upon his death); G. Hofmann,
“Papst Kalixt III, Entscheidet die Frage ob der lateinische Patriarch von Konstantinopel
eine kirchlicher Ernennung in den lateinischen Bistuemern Kretas vornehmen darf,”
in Miscellanea Giovanni Mercati, 3: Letteratura e Storia Bizantina, Studi e Testi 123 [Vatican
City, 1946], p. 218, revises the date to 24 January 1452, attributing the document to the
pontificate of NicholasV, and this is puzzling given the salutation of Calixtus III, Isidore
was not awarded the title of “Titular Latin Patriarch of Constantinople” until the death
of the exiled Orthodox Patriarch Gregory III Mammas in 1459.The pertinent sections
of Arch. Serg. Reg. Vat. 398 read:

Sane pro parte tua nobis nuper exhibita petitio continebat, quod, licet archiepiscopi vel primates
in diocesibus suffraganeorum suorum foraneos officiales constituere nequeant iuxta canonicas
sanctiones, tamen venerabilis frater noster Ysidorus, episcopus sabinensis ac perpetuus commen-
datarius ecclesie constantinopolitane, pretextu quarundam litterarum in _forma brevis per felicis
recordationis Nicolaum papam V predecessorem nostrum sibi concessarum quondam vicarium
seu foraneum officialem in diocese tua cretensi provincie constantinopolitane preter consuetudi-
nem inibi approbatam et contra santiones predictas constituere et deputare molitur in tuam
iniuriam et contemptum. . . . Nos igitut, qui in iusticia cunctis fideliter debitores existimus, hui-
usmodi supplicationibus inclinati litteras predictas revocantes, cassantes et annullantes illasque
ad statum debitum et rationabilem reducentes, quod episcopus sabinensis prefatus sive alius
commendatarius vel administrator ratione eiusdem constantinopolitane ecclesie vel pro tempore
existens constantinopolitanus patriarcha, perpetuis futuris temporibus nisi in casibus a iure
permissis dumtaxat et non alias in tua et suffraganeorum tuorum diocesibus vicarium sive
officialem huiusmodi constituere et deputare possit seu debeat.

For a more thorough discussion of this papal bull and the award to Isidore, cf. Hofmann,
“Papst Kalixt III,” pp. 218,219 n. 19; and cited infra, n. 24, esp. p. 348, wherein he stands
partially corrected. Further, neither Tat. Reg. 468 nor Vat. Reg. 470 states that Isidore
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had earlier been named either “Titular Latin Patriarch of Constantinople” or “Latin
Patriarch of Constantinople””We also encounter other difterences in the primary sources
to complicate this discussion. E.g., N. Torga, ed., NE 2: 29, records that on the 28th of
September 1452 a refugee in Rome, Roberto, deposited 200 florins prototidem solutis
rev" d. patriarchae Constantinopoli pro subventione expensarum suarum.This does not imply
that Isidore held the patriarchal title of the city, only that the patriarchal office received
this sum for its maintenance.

X.10 (p. 486).

X.24 (p. 510).

36.12.

36.5-6.

On Nestor-Iskander’s report that he had seen “the patriarch,” whom he names as both
Athanasios and Anastasios, cf. supra, ch. 1,n. 1.

Cecconi, p. 186 f.

Ruth Macrides, J.A. Munitiz, and D. Angelov, Pseudo-Kodinos and the Constantinopolitan
Court: Offices and Ceremonies, Birmingham Byzantine and Ottoman Studies 15 (Farn-
ham, 2013), p. 169. On this church oftice that was established in the fifteenth century,
cf.J. Darrouzes, Recherches sur les ODPPIKIA de I’Eglise byzantine (Paris, 1970), pp. 59, 60,
101-103, and 285-288.

Macrides, et al., pp. 281 and 309; and Darrouzes, pp. 109-111.

Sylvestros Syropoulos I1.22 (p. 126).

Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, 1: Nicaea I to Lateran V, ed. N.P. Tanner (Washington,
DC, 1990), p. 456.

11.19 (120).

Ibid.

Ibid., 20 (122). Complications resulted in the meantime and Sylvestros Syropoulos
addresses these from an Orthodox perspective. Cf. his account of the difficulties, ibid.,
I1.21 and 22 (pp. 124 and 126).

Orientalium Documenta Minora, CFDS, series A, ed. G. Hofmann, 3, fasc. 3: (Rome, 1953),
doc. 3 (6, 7). In the heading of the letter, it bears the date of 13 October 1433, but was
signed two days later.

Ibid., doc. 4 (8, 9).The accompanying letter, dated 28 November 1433, appears as docu-
ment 5, ibid., p. 9, but without accompanying text and only a brief notice. Cf. Cecconi,
doc. XIV (pp. xxxvi, xxxvii); and doc. XV (p. xxxviii), dated 11 November 1433, for the
imperial mandate to the delegation.

Sylvestros Syropoulos I1.23 (pp. 126, 127). Cf. Cecconi, docs. XIV (pp. xxxvi, xxxvii) and
XXX (pp. Ixxxviii—xcii). For their difficult journey to Basle, cf. Gill, Personalities of the
Council of Florence, p. 66.

Cf.V. Laurent, “Le dernier gouveneur byzantine de Constantinople: Démétrius Paléo-
logue Métochites,” REB 15 (1957): pp. 197-206.

Little is known of him, although the family name was prominent during the Palaiolo-
gan era and the families were linked through marriage. For a citation of him in the
agreement of 7 September 1434 between the council and the Greeks, cf. Cecconi, doc.
XXXII (pp. xcvi—xcix); and Tanner, 1: 478—482.

Cf. Haller, 1: 361, and doc. LXXIX.

For the failed efforts and a contrast of events in 1438 and 1452-1453, cf., e.g., W.K.
Hanak, “Pope Nicholas V and the Aborted Crusade of 1452-1453 to Rescue Con-
stantinople from the Turks,” BS 65 (2007): pp. 337-359. The prelude to Basle and the
ongoing intense rivalry between the Basle reformers and the papacy is competently
recounted by Sylvestros Syropoulos I1.7-9 (p. 108-111), 13 (pp. 114, 115), and 19-32
(pp- 120—137). For the most courteous and engaging statements in the prefatory remarks
of the Byzantine delegation, cf. Mansi, 30: cols. 680—685. Ziegler, “Isidore de Kiev,”
p. 402, attributes these remarks to Isidore, although this may not be accurate, since
Demetrios Palaiologos Metokhites was the head of the delegation and the preparation
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of the document was most probably a joint effort of the three delegates. It is possible,
however, because of Isidore’s oratorical skills that he delivered the remarks, thus leading
to the confusion of authorship. Further, Isidore set the tone for his ecclesiastical position,
one that he unwaveringly maintained throughout his lifetime. For further analysis of the
arrival and the immediate events, cf. Pierling, 1: 11 f.; and CF, p. 50.

W.T. Waugh, “The Councils of Constance and Basle,” in ].B. Bury, et al., eds. The Cam-
bridge Medieval History 3 (Cambridge, 1936), p. 35.

The Hussites, though condemned as a heretical body well over a decade earlier at the
Council of Constance, had been invited to Basle on the 10th of October 1431, and were
promised safe-conduct in session four on 20 June 1432 to participate in a liberal discus-
sion of their theological views. Cf. Tanner, 1: 460, 461; but conspicuously absent in Cec-
coni 1. The Hussites, however, placed conditions for their participation, and after some
delay, arrived on the 4th of January 1433. On the Hussites and their attendance at Basle,
cf. J. Gill, Constance et Bdle-Florence (Paris, 1965), pp. 133, 135, 139, 140, 165, 167-170,
172-174, and 179. Also cf. Milada Paulova, “L’Empire byzantine et les Tcheques avant la
chute de Constantinople,” BS 14 (1953): p. 160:

Les catholiques eux-méme reconnaissaient cette analogie entre les Grecs et les Hus-
sites, donnant ainsi involontairement naissance en Bohéme a l'idée d’établir une
Union avec I'Eglise byzantine. Ce fut ainsi qu’Enée Sylvius reprocha aux Taborites
d’avoir copié le calice des Grecs. Toutefois, au X V¢ siecle, des nouvelles parvinrent en
Bohéme des vastes actions politico-religieuses et enfin, de I'union de Florence meme.

She adds (p. 161): “Et au concile de Bile, nous pouvons constater que ce sont déja les
Tcheéques qui réclament la presence, bien que vainement, des Grecs.” On the Czech
presence and involvement in the proceedings of the Council of Basle, cf. ibid., pp. 162
and 166—169.

The question of military aid and financial assistance for the Byzantine delegation’s
attendance at Basle and also Ferrara-Florence has been addressed by Sylvestros Syropou-
los I11.32 ff. and 196 ff. Cf. A. Black, “Popes and Councils,” in C. Allmand, ed. The New
Cambridge History 7 (Cambridge, 1998), pp. 70, 71; Geanakoplos, Byzantine East and Latin
West, pp. 92, 93; idem,“Byzantium and the Crusades, 1354-1453,” in K.M. Setton, ed. A
History of the Crusades 3: The Fourteenth and Fifteenth Centuries, ed. HW. Hazard (Madison,
1975), pp. 91, 92.

The Greek text was only recovered in the twentieth century by S.P. Lampros. Hav-
ing extracted the essay from Palatino gr. 226, tols. 180"—183", he published it in I7xI1 1:
3—14. His comments in the “Introduction,” pp. 1’1", declare that he was unaware of
the identity of the author, whom he cited as “Anonymous.” Moreover, Lampros was
under the impression that this speech was delivered during the Council of Ferrara-
Florence and this notion led him to publish it under the title of Avovipov @wpog v &v
Dropevtig ZHvodov. After his death, a committee undertook a revision of his materials
and concluded that it was indeed a speech delivered at Basle. One of the collaborators
involved in the process of reviewing Lampros’s materials, [.K. Bogiatzides, his student
and protégé, realized that various humanists had translated this text into Latin and thus
it was delivered during the Synod of Basle. He arrived at this conclusion based upon an
appended Latin note (/Ixl1 1:vy’) that reads: Propositio facta per dominum legatum in concilio
Basiliensi in publica congregatione ambaxiatoribus graecorum.With this realization, Bogiatzides
was able to make many corrections to Lampros’s edition based upon the Latin transla-
tions and he republished a much-improved Greek text in an Appendix, pp. 324-335,
to the same volume. However, Bogiatzides remained unaware of the true author of the
Greek text and published the work under the title of Aveyvipov wpog v év Bacikeig
Yvodov. Next, Mercati, pp. 14, on the strength of the handwriting of the Palatino gr.
226 and on the strength of another Latin note accompanying Aurispa’s translation, ibid.,
p- 2 n. 3: Tianslatio, facta per Aurispam, orationis graecorum factae in Congregatione Basiliensis
per alterum oratorum ipsorum graecorum, de graeco in latinum, per archiepiscopum Rucensem, tunc
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abatum Sancti Demetrii Ordinis Basilii, was able to demonstrate that the author was indeed
Isidore, who at that moment was undeniably the abbot of Saint Demetrios Monastery
in Constantinople and was a member of the Greek delegation. Although scholars have
assigned no title to the Latin rendition, its incipit is: Primum quidem, o sacrosancta synode.
Cf. Cecconi, doc. XXIX (pp. Ixxx—Ixxxvii), which may serve as a working title, since the
first three words of the first paragraph are generally and normally employed to title a
document. Further, Cecconi (p. Ixxx) assigned authorship to Isidore, but only identified
him as the abbot of Saint Demetrios Monastery and the “archbishop” of the Ruthenians
(Rus’). Cf. also Mercati, pp. 1-4, who is critical of Bogiatzides for having overlooked the
much earlier work of Cecconi.

MP, p. 424.

The attribution to a translator reads: Tianslatio, facta per Aurispam, orationis greecorum facte
in Congregatione sacri Concilii Basiliensis per altum oratorum ipsorum greecorum, de greeco in
latinum, per archiepiscopum Rucensem, tunc abbatem Sancti Demetrii Ordinis sancti Basilii.
Cecconi, p. Ixxx; as well as Gill, Personalities of the Council of Florence, p. 67, accept that
the translation into Latin issues from the pen of Aurispa. Also, Aurispa was known to
have traveled to Constantinople. It is unclear from the evidence at hand whether he
and Isidore had met prior to the Council of Basle or had collaborated in the matter.
For a comprehensive treatment of Aurispa’s contributions, especially at the Council of
Ferrara-Florence, cf. Lidia Caciolli, “Codici di Giovanni Aurispa e di Ambrogio Tra-
versari negli anni del Concilio di Firenze,” in P.Viti, ed. Firenze e il Concilio del 1439.
Convegno di Studi Firenze, 29 novembre=2 dicembre 1989, Biblioteca Storica Toscana 29, 2
(Florence, 1994), pp. 559-647.

Isidore apparently is making reference to the ninth-century “Photian Schism” that led
to the split in Christendom two centuries later, the division of 1054 that had not been
healed by the early fifteenth century. On the Photian Schism, cf. the eloquent study of
E Dvornik, The Photian Schism: History and Legend (Cambridge, 1948). Cf. his Appendix
III: “Unpublished Anonymous Greek Treatises on the Councils,” pp. 452—457; “List of
Manuscript’s Quoted,” pp. 459-461; “List of Sources,” pp. 462—473; and “Bibliography,”
pp. 474-487.

Ceccont, p. Ixxxi.

Ibid., p. Ixxxii.

Mansi, 30: cols. 871-873. Also, Monumenta Conciliorum generalium sec. decimi quinti, 2:
753-756.

The document is conspicuously absent in the collection of Mansi. However, the text is
to be found in Cecconi, doc. XXXII (pp. xcvi—xcix) and for his elaboration upon it, cf.
ibid., pp. 58=92. On the document, ct. Gill, Personalities of the Council of Florence, pp. 36,37
and 67, 68; and CF, pp. 54, 55.

The question of where to hold the synod was reviewed on the 7th of May 1437 (this
date, the 7th, is not given by Cecconi, rather Tanner, 1: 510). Two sites were proffered:
Basle and Avignon. The latter location must have been especially objectionable to Euge-
nius, for it was the seat of a rival pope. It is unlikely that either site was acceptable to
the Greeks, for by now Isidore, in particular, had returned to Constantinople and it was
unlikely that his two colleagues would find acceptable such choices, if only for the rea-
son of difficulty of travel, but more so for association with a rival pope. For the session
in question, the twenty-fifth, cf. Cecconi, doc. CXXIT (pp. ccexxvii—ccexxxii).

For the full text of the document and its specific contents, translated into English, cf. CF,
pp- 43, 44. The original Latin version appears in G. Hofmann, ed., Epistolae pontificiae ad
Concilium Florentinum spectantes, Part 1: Epistolae Pontificiae de Rebus ante Concilium Florenti-
num Gestis (1418-1438) (Rome, 1940), doc. 26; and Cecconi, doc.VI (p. xviii), where the
specific passage reads: Item ut mittantur galee tenues due et balistarii trecenti ad custodiam civitatis,
sintque capitanei galearum et balistariorum quos Imperator iusserit sibique fidem iureiurando firmet.
Also, Haller, 1: 339; and Tanner, 1: 478—482. It is more than coincidental that Isidore, as a
papal legate, was familiar with the value of crossbowmen and personally retained 200 in
1452-1453 to aid in the defense of the imperial city. On this, cf. SF, p. 374.
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The issue of seating at the head of the council reemerges at the outset of the Council
of Ferrara and proved to be a thorny matter that almost precluded the council from
reconvening later at Florence. On the latter, cf. CF, pp. 106, 107, and 142 ff.

Hofmann identifies two versions of the emperor’s declaration: Florence, Biblioteca
Mediceo-Laurenzia, Codex Strozzi 33, fol. 123"; and Biblioteca Vaticana, Codex Palat.
597,fol. 105". For the Codex Strozzi 33, cf. Hofmann, Orientalium Documenta Minora, doc.
13 (18, 19).

11.27 (130).

He is the renowned John Stojkovicd of Ragusa. Among his many accomplishments he
had held the post of doctor of theology at the Sorbonne and was a companion of Car-
dinal Giuliano Cesarini during the struggles against the Hussites; he had been named
delegate to the Council of Basle early in 1431; he had been designated envoy on numer-
ous papal missions; and he was later, in 1442, consecrated cardinal by Pope Felix V. On
Stojkovica, cf. B. Duda, Joannis Stoikovi¢c de Ragusio OP doctrina de cognoscibilitate Ecclesiae
(Rome, 1958); and J. Kubalik, “Jean de Raguse. Son importance pour I’ecclésiologie du
XVesiecle,” Revue des Sciences Religieuses 157 (1967): pp. 150-167.

He may have been French. He is distinguished as a doctor of dogma.

He was a colleague of Henry Menger and was an envoy of the Council of Basle to the
Vatican.

Sylvestros Syropoulos I1.27 and 29 (pp. 130 and 132). Syropoulos (p. 27) relates that upon
completing an agreement for the convening of an ecumenical synod and a location for
its meeting, one of the three delegates would return to Basle to complete arrangements
for the dispatch of galleys to transport John VIII and Patriarch Joseph to the new site.
Also, the galleys would bring crossbowmen to guard Constantinople during the absence
of the emperor. The other two envoys were to remain in the imperial city and would
provide funds for the expenses of the council and would complete preparations await-
ing the arrival of the galleys that were also bringing with them 8,000 florins. Aboard
these vessels bound for Constantinople were the three envoys of John VIII, Metokhites,
Isidore, and Dishypatos.

Cecconi, doc. LXXXIII (pp. cexxi—cexxiii).

Mansi, 30: col. 874.

Ibid., cols. 910-913.

Geanakoplos, “Byzantium and the Crusades,” p. 92; and idem, Byzantine East and Latin
West, pp. 92-94. Cf. Waugh, pp. 35-38; and Black, pp. 70-73. Geanakoplos is correct in his
interpretation. Early in 1435, John VIII had dispatched instructions to Ioannes Dishypatos
to conduct primary negotiations with the papacy, thus circumventing the discussions with
the fathers at Basle. As we have previously observed, the latter made charges of duplicity
against the Byzantine delegation of negotiating with the pope and his representatives,
while pretending at the same time to demonstrate their good faith in their discussions
with the fathers at Basle. It is known that Isidore had played, in the meantime, a leading
role in these private discussions with the pope and his envoys, the full contents of which
are unknown to us with the exception of some details. On this topic, cf. CF, p. 59.
Although the issue of Greek informants, and perhaps even of Latin informers, in the
process to acquire and supply information relative to ecclesiastical and secular negotia-
tions, and of the transmission of valuable intelligence to the Ottoman Turks, has not been
extensively studied, but simply alluded to, we may safely speculate that contemporane-
ous Byzantine writers were cognizant of informants both at Basle and later at Ferrara-
Florence. To assuage Murad II, John VIII must have dispatched a delegation or, at the
very least, a letter to calm the apprehensions of the sultan.

11.27-50 (130-158). For the variants texts, cf. ibid., Recension B, II, pp. 580 ft., that
repeats the essential information, but not the complete version found in the previous
citation.

Ibid., 11.28 (132). Concerning the audience at the patriarchal palace, cf. Cecconi,
pp. cl—clviii and cxcix.

Sylvestros Syropoulos I11.29 (pp. 132 and 134).
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Ibid., 11.31 (p. 134).

Ibid., 1132 (pp. 136 and 138).

Ibid.

Ibid., 11.33 (p. 138).

Ibid., 11.34 (pp. 138 and 140).

Cf. PLP 12: no. 125; and Sylvestros Syropoulos 11.3; and 11.21.

Sylvestros Syropoulos I1.36 (pp. 140 and 142). Questions have been raised regarding the
offices held by Scholarios. More recently, see the essay of T. Ganchou, “Géorgios Schol-
arios, ‘Secrétaire’ du Patriarche Unioniste Gregorios III Mammas? Le Mystere Résolu,”
Le Patriarcat (Ecuménique de Constantinople aux XIVe—XVle siécles: Rupture et Continuité.
Actes du colloque international Rome, 5—6—7 décembre 2005, Dossiers Byzantins 7 (Paris,
2007), pp. 117-194.

Sylvestros Syropoulos I11.37 and 38 (pp. 142 and 144).

Ibid., 11.39 (144). Cf. Cecconi, p. clxxi. At a later gathering (requested by the emperor)
of Byzantine delegates appointed to negotiate with the Latins, John dismissed concerns
about the contents of the preamble. The charge of heresy was a Latin issue to please their
constituents and was not intended to demean the Greeks. Further, at a later meeting a
new draft of the preamble was presented to the Byzantine delegation. Finally, the latter
found the text acceptable and the matter was resolved. Cf. Sylvestros Syropoulos I1.43
(p. 148), and 45 (p. 152).

Sylvestros Syropoulos I1.40 (pp. 144 and 146).

Ibid., I1.41 (p. 146).

Ibid., 1142 (pp. 146 and 148).

Ibid., 11.44 (pp. 148, 150, and 152).

Ibid.

Ibid., 11.46 and 47 (pp. 152 and 154).

Ibid., 1148 (pp. 154 and 156).

Ibid.

PUE 19 (1903): pp. 436, 437. A recently discovered account of lona makes no reference
of a journey to Basle. The claim of the Russian Historical Library must remain suspect.
For the document in question, cf. “HoBoHiineHHas nyxoBHas rpaMmmoTa MutpononmTa
Monany [= A Newly Discovered Ecclesiastical Writing of Metropolitan Iona],” in A.I.
Pliguzov, et al., eds., Pyckuu peooanvuuiii apxue XIV-nepeoti mpemu XV . [=The Rus-
sian Feudal Archive, from the Fourteenth to the First Third of the Sixteenth Century] 3 (Moscow,
1988), pp. 640-654. Further, the “Register of Incorporation” for the Council of Basle,
based upon primary Latin sources, fails to cite by name the Greek and Slavic delegates
present at the assembly. On this, cf. the unpublished doctoral dissertation of D.L. Bilder-
back,“The Membership of the Council of Basle,” Seattle, The University of Washington,
1966, pp. 242-380, although caution should be addressed in the use of this study, since
its main concern is to list the Occidental European delegates and not the Oriental. The
lengthy list contains the names of a number of leading prelates who were numerically in
the minority, while the majority of the attendees included doctors, masters, representa-
tives of chapters, monks, and clerics of inferior orders.

The Russian series, IICPJI, shows no concern for the proceedings at Basle; it does not
relate Tona’s attendance at or participation in the discussions of the council. Reflective
of the absence of citation is ibid., Mockoscxuu Jlamonuchuwiii ckoov konya XV ebka
[= The Muscovite Annalistic Code at the End of the Fifteenth Century], IICPJI 25 (Moscow-
Leningrad, 1949).

Hlustrative of this brief and general treatment are two works: EI. Uspensky, Mcmopusa
Buszanmuiicxuii umnepuii [= A History of the Byzantine Empire] 3 (Moscow-Leningrad,
1948), p. 771 f.; and B. Ia. Ramm, /lancmeo u Pycv ¢ X=XV eexax |= The Papacy and
Rus’ in the Tenth—Fifteenth Centuries] (Moscow-Leningrad, 1959), p. 224 f.



3 The rise of Isidore and the
Council of Ferrara-Florence

1 Metropolitan of Kiev and of All Rus’

Having achieved commendable successes at Basle, at least from the Byzantine
viewpoint, Isidore returned to the imperial city. He had demonstrated his skills
in ecclesiastical and secular diplomacy, and presumably resumed his position
even if ever so briefly as abbot of Saint Demetrios monastery. His stay in the
imperial city proved to be rather short-lived, for soon after his return he was
nominated in early 1437 by the patriarch and the patriarchal synod and then
confirmed by the emperor to the office of the metropolitan seat of Kiev and
of All Rus’.! Though formally he was elected by the Synod of the Ecumenical
Patriarch, he was, as we have previously noted, closely linked to the imperial
Palaiologan family and thus received his appointment with the concurrence of
both the patriarch and emperor. Isidore was a suitable candidate for the office.
As was customary within patriarchal and imperial circles over the course of a
number of centuries, and a practice that continues to the present, promising
young men were extensively educated and highly trained for privileged eccle-
siastical offices, after a strict selective process.? Thus Isidore (also cited as Sidor
in medieval Slavic sources) was well prepared for the Kievan seat, because of his
learning, training, and experience.

The scene in internal and external affairs for Muscovite Rus’, however, was
indeed complex during the decade of the 1430s.” The grand prince of Mos-
cow was the youthful Vasilii II Vasil’evich (the “Blind,” also cited as the “Dark,”
because he had his sight taken from him while held captive by a rival c. 1448);
known for his lack of distinguishing qualities, he was unfaltering in enforcing
his policies of state unification and the preservation of Orthodoxy; yet he was
confronted with internal princely discords in addition to external threats. Fam-
ily members, both of domestic and foreign origin, generated these discords. At
the same time, Rus’ church authorities exercised considerable influence upon
the grand prince, some supporting his efforts and others favoring their own
provincial princes. In seeking, then, to consolidate his political authority as
the grand prince, Vasilii faced the opposition of independent-minded princes
who pursued their own policies and were not in favor of a centralized princely
authority at Moscow. Involved in these disputes were Vitovt, the grand duke
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of Lithuania, and his successor Svidrigailo. Vasilii’s task was indeed formidable
and made all the more difficult, since the Muscovite Rus’ remained under the
Mongol yoke, although the Mongol administrative control had been weakened;
yet a yarlik (charter) as a symbolic act of subservience was still issued for an
acceptable grand princely candidate by these Asiatic rulers. Thus at this junc-
ture, the Mongols played no small part in resolving disputes among numerous
Rus’ princes and Muscovy’s foreign rivals. They attempted to preserve as much
of their hegemony and influence as was possible under these fluid conditions.

Upon the death of the Greek-born metropolitan Photios* in 1431 (the year
1433 is erroneously given in some scholarly works) the grand prince, acceding
to the desires of the Muscovite Synod, supported Iona’s provisional nomination
as metropolitan, bearing the title of metropolitan-designate, and placed him in
the position at least in an acting capacity until his confirmation and consecra-
tion by the Constantinopolitan patriarch. Iona was the bishop of Riazan and
was favored by the Muscovite Synod. Hereafter, the chronicle evidence and
secondary literature concerning lona’s confirmation becomes confusing. J.S.
Luria provides an interesting if somewhat inaccurate observation of what then
followed. He relates:®

These chronicles [Muscovite and others], and historians after them, con-
firm that Iona traveled to Constantinople and received the conditional
consent of the patriarch to take on the duties of the metropolitan see.
Earlier chronicles, however, say nothing of lona’s trip and the patriarch’
promise; documents on Iona’s trip appear in the manuscript tradition con-
siderably later, contradict each other, and in my opinion, show signs of later
falsification. Iona’s recently discovered testament® says not one word about
the trip.

Although much of the statement remains accurate and is applicable to the
late fifteenth- and sixteenth-century annals and contemporaneous works, there
arises the question of whether or not Luria has confused two dates, namely
1431, the year of lona’s nomination as provisional metropolitan pending his
confirmation by the patriarch, and 1437, the year when he traveled to Con-
stantinople to seek confirmation and ordination for this office. Citing the
Mockosckuti Jlemonucuwiti c600 Kouya XV Beka, Luria appears to have mis-
read the citation, which states:’

O NocTAEAEHHH HA MHTponoAkto PScck¥ic Hony Eaapkiky Prgatckoro. B aTo
<69>57 [1449]. Mkenua AekaEpA 15...cHHMH EAHHOMBIEAEHH HA TOCTABAEHHE HA
MHTponoAHlo Honkl EAaAIKkI PRRAHBCKOrO. 4 NPeRe TOro, KoaH Bx Llapkrpas€
EhIA O HC — MPAKAEHHH MHTPONOAHH, H OHB H OT CEATEHIIEO NMATPHAPYA H OT
KCEMO EZRE O HEM CEI —LjI EHHATO [OROPA EAArOLAOREHR MOLAEAH GHAopa [Henpopa]
HA MHTPOMOAHI.

Concerning the consecration upon the Rus’ metropolitan [seat]
of Iona, the bishop of Riazan. In the year <69>57 [1449, or rather
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correctly 1448]. In the month of December the 15th ... with their agree-
ment® on the consecration to the metropolitan seat of Iona, the bishop
of Riazan. But prior to this, inasmuch as there was in Tsargrad [Constan-
tinople] a modification for the metropolitanate and [for| him, and from
the most holy patriarch and all that concerned him, the sacred and blessed
synod elevated Isidore to the metropolitan [seat].

The annalistic entry refers to the events of 1437 and makes no reference to
1431 when Iona was first designated for the seat. Further, there is no written
evidence, either Muscovite or Byzantine, to establish that Iona went to Con-
stantinople at this earlier date or thereabouts to be accepted provisionally or to
be consecrated metropolitan of Rus’. It is very unlikely that he had made this
journey that was probably prevented by Muscovite and Byzantine internal and
external matters. The eastern Muscovite Orthodox high clergy had supported
Iona’s election. But almost simultaneously the grand duke of Lithuania, Svid-
rigailo, with the consent of the western Orthodox high clergy subject to his
political jurisdiction, selected Gerasim to be the metropolitan of Kiev and of
All Rus’.’ Thus Gerasim from 1432 onward administered the western Ortho-
dox dioceses from his seat at Smolensk. It is noteworthy that Lithuania at the
moment occupied Kiev and much of the surrounding territory, but Gerasim did
not attempt to reside at that center. Two years later, in 1434, Gerasim traveled
to Constantinople, where his nomination was approved, having demonstrated
his support for church union, and he was consecrated metropolitan.'” The
Constantinopolitan authorities, at the expense of denying the position to Iona,
favored Gerasim’s election and consecration. It is understandable, then, that for
the period of 1432 to 1435 lona had no legitimate claim to the metropolitan
seat of Kiev and of All Rus’, for another held the office. It was only after Ger-
asim was executed, burned at the stake in July 1435, having been charged with
political heresy or specifically treason, that Iona and the Muscovites could now
again attempt to legitimize his office as metropolitan and seek his consecration.
It is plausible that after 1432 it was neither possible nor practical for the grand
prince of Moscow to dispatch Tona to Constantinople for confirmation. Also,
until the papal-conciliar issues were resolved at Basle, the office of the Rus’
metropolitan centered at Moscow remained in an indeterminate state, with no
clear resolution possible for its immediate need for a consecrated metropolitan.

Iona was at last dispatched to the imperial city to be confirmed and con-
secrated. The sources do not indicate the year, but most probably it was early
1437, or perhaps late in the previous year. The Byzantines appear to have been
aware of his coming and were prepared to deal with this anti-unionist candi-
date. He presented his credentials for the office of metropolitan to the patriarch,
and also sought the concurrence of the emperor.! Iona was denied confirma-
tion and instead Isidore was designated for the position, having been selected
by the patriarchal synod.'? It was essential for the Byzantines to maintain their
ecclesiastical jurisdiction over the Rus’ seat in order to achieve the union of
churches and to secure papal or conciliarist military aid for the defense of the
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imperial city. Isidore was a strong proponent of church union and had faithfully
served the interests of the emperor and the Byzantine Church. His nomination
for the Kievan seat was a foregone conclusion, for he had been nurtured for
this position and had demonstrated his allegiance to the Constantinopolitan
authorities.

The early sixteenth-century [lampuapwas unu Huxonosckas JIbmonucw,
the first of four texts that we shall examine, records Isidore’s reception in Mos-
cow in a most favorable light for the grand prince. The text reads:"

Mpinae ngo Uapldrpasa na dockey Henpopn mutponoants. Toe e Bechhl, Bh
ETOPHHKR CEETALIM HEA®AH, N0 ReanuE AHH, npiHAE HA Horkgy HRo Lapnrpapa
OTh naTpapxa torHea HA muTponoAnto Henpopn murponoants, ['penmna,
MHOTHMA MRKIKOMA CKARATEAL H KHHKEHR™ H MPIATH ErO KHIMRh BEAHKH BACHAER
BACHARERHYL MECTHE, H MOAEEHAW MERWE BA CEMTEH COROPHEH LIEPKEH MPE-
YHCTIA BOropoAHUH, H COTEOPH HAHL MHPORAHIE KEAIE KHIAQL BEAHKH HACHAEH
BactHAReRHYE, H AAPhI CRETARIMH H MHOTHMH OAABH EFO.

The Arrival from Tsargrad [Constantinople] to Moscow of
Metropolitan Isidore. In the Spring'* on the Tuesday of Bright Week,
after the Great Day [Resurrection or Easter Sunday], Metropolitan Isidore,
a Greek, came to Moscow for the metropolitanate from Tsargrad [Con-
stantinople|, from the Patriarch Joseph. [He was] a speaker of many lan-
guages and learned."” The upright grand prince Vasilii Vasil’evich received
him and celebrated supplications in the holy cathedral church of the Most
Pure Mother of God; and the grand prince Vasilii Vasil’evich held a great
feast for him and bestowed upon him many holy gifts.

But after illustrating the cordial reception accorded to Isidore, the entry then
provides a lengthy passage, demonstrating the differences of opinion that almost
immediately had arisen between them. The passage relates:'®

0 Henpopt mutponoant®. Toro we adTa HeHpaopn mHTpONOAHTR Beea Prin
HAMATE TAATOAATH BEAHKOMY KHRMRK BAcHAR WHRACHAKERHYIO, CHLE TAATOAR\,
KO MPECKMIPEHHKIA KHPR YOCHOR MATPIAPXA H EAATOMECTHERIH KHPA KaaSimna
uaph  ManSuaoEHde  Tpeveckin KOHCTRHTHHArpAAA COBETORAWIA [0 ErkMB
CERMUIEHHBIME COEOPOMB H £O KHMRH H R EOMPLI, ERE ERITH OLMOMY COEOTY
Ch NANOK H £O ErEMH PHMARHREIL, MITERA pAAH H pALKOAA ['PEMECTEH LEPKRH Ch
PHMBLKOK, H JEMARMB H UAPCTEIAME O AKEOMPEHIH H PARTEOPEHIH MPEMHETATO
TAA H MECTHRLIA KPOBH XPHCTORBKI, ERE BA KHLAOMA XAKEE H B onpkcHouk, H
o CEaTEMB A¥ck, H TAKO ERITH MOABHIAIIECK NMPERHEH YOAATAH LOROPY TOMY.
TAAroAA eMy KHIAZk KEAHKH: «lIpH HALUHYA NMPAPOAHTEAEXA H POAHTEAEYA COEAH.
HEHIA YAKOHA HE ELIEAAO CA PHMARHKI, H RRA HE XOLIY, MOHERE HE NPIAYOMA Mhl
oTh ['pekn BB COEAHHEHIH RAKOHA ELITH £ HHMH». HCHAOP® iKe MHTPONOAHTR
HE NOCASWIA CErO, HO TUIAWIECK KLEARIIHO, XOTHM HTH HA OCLMOI COROPA KA NMAMA
Garenio H kn naTpiapxy torioy v kipn K BaaSmny uapio Mpeveckomy Bn Frm.
ck¥i0 cTpany. H peve emy KHR® BeAHKH BacHAeH BatHAReBHME: «oTHE HeHpopE,
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Mul TeEE HE MOKEAEEAEMB HTH HA OLMOH COEOPH B (IATKIHKCKYIO JEMAI, Thi
RE, HACA HE CAYIIAR, YOIWIEWH TAMO HTH; HO CE TH E¥AH EEAOMO: ErpAd OTTYAY
BAREPATHILHE KB HAMB, MPHHECH KA HAMA HALLY XPHETIAHCKSI0 BEpy [pedeckaro
RAKOHA, MKOIRE MPIALIA MPAPOAHTEAH HAWIH OTA ['pekn». OHA iKE TAKO ORELIALIA
CATEOPHTH H KATHY HA CRA EARAOIKH HHITOMRE CTPAHHA H MIOKA HE MPHHECTH OTH
AaThiHn BR PYCckSI0 JEMAIO OTH OLMATO HYA COEOPA, HO MPAEOLAARIE HCTHHHOE
CORAICTH ['PEvECKAro RAKOHA, MHIER MYAPEE MYAPEHWHYA, H SUHHHCW R RER-
YMHEIMH BB COTPACIH.

Concerning Metropolitan Isidore. In this year [6945/1437] Isidore,
the metropolitan of All Rus’ began to relate to the grand prince Vasilii
Vasil’evich, how the most holy lord Patriarch Joseph and the devout lord,
the emperor Kalojan [= “Good John,” John VIII, the son of] Manuel, of
the Greek City of Constantine [Constantinople], consulted with all the
priestly council and with the princes and with the nobles, that being with
the papists and with all Romans [Latins] at the Eighth Council, because of
rebellion and schism of the Greek church from the Roman, and the lands
and the empires concerning a disagreement of the mixing of the most
pure body and precious blood of Christ, whether in sour [leavened| and
in unleavened bread, and of the Holy Spirit, and thus the foregoing had
driven that one [him] to attend this council. The grand prince said to him:
“Among our forefathers and parents there was no law of union with the
Romans, and I do not desire [it], because it was not brought to us from
the Greeks to have a unification law with them.” Metropolitan Isidore did
not adhere to this, but hastened full of spirit, desiring to go to the Eighth
Council, to Pope Eugenius and to Patriarch Joseph, and to the lord Kalo-
john [John VIII], the Greek emperor, [and] to the Roman land. And the
grand prince Vasilii Vasil’evich said to him:“Father Isidore, I will enjoin you
not to go to the Eighth Council in the Latin land.You do not listen to us;
you desire to go there. But it will be apparent to you: When you there-
after return to us, bring to us our Christian faith of the Greek law, as our
forefathers brought [it] from the Greeks.”"” He thus vowed, taking an oath
upon himself, to impose nothing strange nor foreign from the Latins upon
the Rus’ land from the Eighth Council, but to observe the true Greek
Orthodox laws, countenancing the wisest of the wise, and repair from the
senseless toward concord.

Unlike the Patriarchal or Nikon Annal, the late fifteenth-century Muscovite
Annalistic Code provides an earlier variant text addressing Isidore’s arrival in
Moscow and his discussion with the grand prince. This passage relates:'®

0 Cupopt murponoantd, Karkn npHHAe HY Lapmarpasa Ha dockey. B adTo
<69>45 [1437] npunpe ux Uapmrpapa Ha AdlorkEy MHTPONOAHT GHAOPR BA
BTOPHHKR CEETARIN HEAEAH MO BEAHLE AHH, H MPHATH EFO KHIARk EEAHKKI MECTHO.
OH iKe Chl MOALPEKAEMA ELICTh CATAHOK H MO MAAEY EPEMEHEY CROETO MPHILECT.
BHA HAMAT APRRHOBREHHO TIHATHER K COROPHOMY MY¥THUWIECTRHIO, H MOBEAALIA,
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MKO ERITH HRIHE E PHMACTEH REMAH CREPAHKIO OLMATO [OROPA, MRTERA PAAH H
PARCKOAA ERE ['pEMBCTEH LEPKEH £ PHMCKOI O PACTEOPEHHH CEMTAMO TEAA H KPORE
EOMRHI CBATEMb RPBTEEHHUE, ERE B KHIAOM XAEEE PACTEOPEHHE, AAKL H BA
MPECHOLEY, H || NPoMEe O BMTEMEB ASCE, H TAKO HAPHUALUIECK MPERHHH HEXOAN-
TAH REOPY TOMY. BAArOBEHLIH Ke BEAHKHH KHIMRL BACHAEH BACHAKEEHYM EOroma
BPARYMEBAEME TAATOAMLH EMY, AA HE MOHAET HA COCTABAEHHE OCMArO REOPA
AATEIHKCKOr O, HHIKE CAEAARHHTCI B EPECEY HY'A, HERIEPAHRMLLE EMY O cHY. K cemy
RE TOREAE H ELYIE TAATOAATH EMY, KO AA OCTAHETECI TAKOEKIA MKIEAH CAEPBIUATH,
H MHOT'O FAATOAALUH EMY, H HE MOCASIIALLIE CHUEBRIY, HO KO HEHCTOR CiA A ALLE.
H no cem prowa emy: «&EcH AH, OTHE, JANOBEAL CEMTHIXA MNPAEHAR CEMTHIXE
OTELA, MKO iKE O CHY EOMOHOCHHH OTUH CEMTHH, CEAMKIH CAEOPR CAEPALIHELIE
H BB CERThIXk MPABHAEY SCTAK H EOIRECTEEHKIH YAKOH CEMTHIXA AMOLTOAR BECh
MOAOKHERIIE, H CEMTSI0 EEQY MPABOLAAEHA JAMEMATAELIA MPONOBE AL OTUA H
CRIHA H CERMTATO ASYA, MTYWE CRATSIO TPOHLHO, EAHHO EORELTEO HEPARAEAHMO.
O ormom iKe COROPE CACTABARILIHY MPOKAMTHIO MPEAALIA H AHADEMA HY HAp.
EKOLIA H LA EPETHKKI HY OTASMH EAHHOLAOKHO, EOTY CNPOTHEHAA A AALLIHY. OH
RE CHY HHKAKO iKE MOLASIIATH MOIRALIE. BAATOMECTHI iKE PEEHHTEAR H CNOLNE WIHHK
HETHHHE EAATOBEPHEIH KHIARb BEAHKLI BACHAEH BACHALEEHY CHUEBAR PEME K HEMV:
«0, GHAOPE, APRIHOEEHHO AEEWH, B (ATHINACESIO REMA IOHAEUIL H COCTAEAEHHE
OLMATO COEOPA MOREAAELLIH, EFO RE OTPEROLIALK CRIATHH OTUH. Huink e, aye H e
OCTAHELIHER MAICAH CEOEM, HO E¥AH BEAAA, EFAA ERRBPATHIIALR OTTSAY K HAM®,
|| To npHHECH K HAM HRHAMAARCTEEHEHLLEE NPERKHEE EAATOF CAEAHHEHHE HhIHE LWHEE
EACHAKILEE B HAC EAATOMECTHE H SCTAE EOIRECTREHATO RAKOHA H MPAKAEHHA CERTHIA
LEPKEH. OH e REAO TIIRKLKYI O CHY KAMTEY HA T\ MOAOIKH, PEKSLIE, KO HHYTO
WRE CTPAHHA H MIOKA HE MPHHECTH OT AATHINE B PYCCRY¥I0 REMA LR OLMATO HYA
COROPA, HO MTER, PEYE, KPENLUE CTOATH O MPABOLAABHH H 10 CEMTEMB MPABHAOM
MOEAPATH O EAATOMECTHH. (IiRECAORECHR EO MAATOAALLE CHA, CKPRIBAR MBICAR QAR
B% CEPALH CEOEMh, XOTI CABPATHTH AKAH EOKHA Ch HCTHHHATO MSTH CEMTHLIA
BEphl H COEAHHHTH K (AATHIHOM, MHERR CEEE EAHHOTO MSAPEHILA BB BLEY. .. ».

Concerning Metropolitan Sidor [Isidore], how he arrived from
Tsargrad [Constantinople] to Moscow. In the year <69>45 [1437],
Metropolitan Sidor arrived in Moscow from Tsargrad on the Tuesday of
Bright Week after the Great Day [Resurrection or Easter Sunday], and the
grand prince received him with honor. He [Isidore] was satanically sur-
rounded by those [followers|'” and in a short time after his arrival he began
with audacity to exert himself for a journey to the council and disclosed
how now there was in the Roman lands a gathering of the Eighth Council,
because of the rebellion and the schism between the Greek Church and
the Roman, concerning a mixing of God’s holy body and blood in the
holy gifts, whether in the separate sour [leavened] bread and that in the
unleavened, and | | further concerning the Holy Spirit; and thus drawing
upon the preceding he chose to depart for this assembly. The Orthodox
grand prince Vasilii Vasil’evich with godly comprehension said to him:“Do
not go for the forming Latin Eighth Council. Be not seduced by their
heresy,” and prohibited these to him. He enjoined to them and again said
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to him how such thoughts remained to lead astray and said much to him.
He [Isidore] did not listen to such views, but acted as a madman. And fol-
lowing this [the grand prince] said to him: “Father, if you have influence,
correct the sacred precepts of the holy fathers, as these are God-given to
the holy fathers, accomplished at the Seventh Council and set forth in the
holy precepts, and all was placed in the divine law of the holy apostles and
inculcated in the teachings of the sacred Orthodox faith of the Father, the
Son, and the Holy Spirit, being the Holy Trinity, one indivisible divinity.”
Concerning the composition of the Eighth Council, malediction betrayed
it and reproached them as anathema, and declared the full body anathema-
tized as heretics, working in opposition to God. He [Isidore] in no way
would listen to these [words]. The Orthodox grand prince Vasilii Vasil’evich
thus said to him, the pious zealot and veritable promoter: “O Sidor, speak-
ing in confidence, you are going to the Latin land and communicating the
gathering Eighth Council, that is disavowed by the holy fathers. For the
present time, if you do not cease your thoughts, it will be known when
you return to us from there, | | bringing this to us as formerly the most
immemorial favorable union currently celebrated by us the blessed and
the decree of the divine law, and the administration of the sacred church.”
With difficulty, he took an oath upon himself, stating that he would bring
nothing strange nor foreign from the Latins to the Rus’ land, from the
Eighth Council, but cling, he said, to stand firmly for Orthodoxy and to
struggle for the sacred precepts concerning piety. Because he had spoken
falsely, concealing evil thoughts in his heart, he sought to lead astray the
people of God from the true path of the sacred faith and to unite with the
Latins, being of the opinion that he also was the wisest of all.

The third text to be considered, Coguiickaa Bmopas JIbmonucw [=The Sec-
ond (Redaction) of the Sofia Annal],® which was compiled in the first half of the
sixteenth century, after 1520 but before 1550, preserves both the moderate lan-
guage of The Patriarchal or Nikon Annal and the harsher invectives found in The
Muscovite Annalistic Code. The Sofia Annal relates about the arrival of Isidore:*!

0 otmomn coropk. Bn AkTo 6946 [1438] Bm AkTA e H BO AHH EAATOMEC.
THRATO KEAHKATO KHIRM BarHAIM BarHAEBHYA Brem PY¥cH, npHwepwy HEKoraa
CHAOPY MHTPOMOAHTY HA PSChek¥lo JEMAIO, HA BTOPOH HEAEAH MO BeAHUE AHH,
H TAKO EMY MOMTEHY ELIEIIY OTA KEAHKATO KHIRM, OHA iKE MOLTPEKAEMA BRICTh
CATOHHK, MO MAAE BPEMEHH CROEMO MPHWECTRIA HAMATA APLIHOREHO KACATHLR
KA COEOPHOMY NYTHIUECTRIN; MOBEAALIE MKO ELITH HIHE BB PHMCTEH JEMAH
COEPAHI KOLMATO COROPA, MIMTERA PAAH H PALKOAA ERE ['PEMECKOH LEPKRH Ch PHM_
£KOI0, O PACTEOPEHIH TN ['OLMOAHM H KPOEH HA CEIMTOMB MEPTREHHUE, AA EiRE
BB KHCAOM®B XAKE®E PACTEOPEHIE AAIKE H BB ONPECHOUEYR, H MPOUEE O CRRTOM®A
ASck, H TAKO HAPHUALUECK MPERHIH HEXOAATAHH COROPY TOMY. BaaroBdpHnIn e
EEAHKIH KHIARk BarHAeH BacHAREEHYL, Boroma EpAR¥MAREM®A, FAATOAALLE EMY,
AA HE TOHAETh HA COCTARAEHIE OCMATO COEOPA (IATKIHKEKOrO, HHIKE CAEAAZMHTCR
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B EPECEYR HYB, BOJEPAHIILE EMY O CHYR' KB CEMY IKE H ELIE TAATOAALLE EMY, KO
AA OCTAHETCKA TAKOBKI MLICAH CEEPLIATH, H MHOTO FAATOAALUE EMY, H HE MOCAY.
WALIE CHUERKIXA, HO MKO HEHCTORR i Admwe. [lo cHYn pekowa emy: «BktH,
OTHE, RANOEEAR (EMThIXA NMPABHAR CEMThIXA OTEUh, MKO O CHYA EOTOHOLIH
OTUH CEMTIH, CEAMKIH COEOPH COREPIIHRIUE H KO CRRTHIXE MPABHAEYA SCTARA
EORECTREHLIH YAKONE CRATHIXA ANOCTOAR KECh MOAOIKHEILE, H CRITY 0B Y Npa.
BOLAARIA RANMEMAT A WIA NPONOEE Al OTUA H ChIHA H tBRATArO ASYA, HTYIE CRIATY
10 TPpOHLY, EAHHO EOMRECTRO HEPARAEAHMO; O OLMOMA iKE COROPE CACTARARIOL
HYB MPOKAMTI KNPEAAILA.» OHB HE CHYE HHKAKOKE MOCAYIIATH MoiRALE. BHARK
RE BEAHKH MO CHY'B PEYE EMY: «TO HAEWIH HA OCMEIH COEOPH, EMYIKE HEAOLTOHTH
ERITH M0 MPABHAOM® CERThIXE OTELR; AA ALJE ROFBPATHIIHEM OTTYAY KB HAM®E,
H TO MPHHECH KB HAMB APEEHEE EAATOMECTIE, ERE MPIAXOME OTH MPAPOAHTEAM
HALLEFO BAAAHMEPA, A HOEA H CTPAHHA HE MPHHOWAH KA HAMB, MMOHEIRE ALHE
MTO MPHHECEWH KA HAMB HOKO, TO HAMA HEMPIATHO EXAETA.» Toro ike akTa,
MECLA ABFYETA 15 AEHR, TOHAE CHAOP®E BB PHME, HA OLMKIH COROPH, MOYOPOHHER
KHIATHH 106 8NpaKLEl. OHR RE Ch KAMTRO OREIIALI, PEKT, HE PHHECTH EMY HORA H
CTPAHHA, HO KprENUE CTOMTH MO MPAROLAAKIH H MO CRATRIM®A MPARHAOMA MOEOPATH;
Y KRE MBIEAR CKPKI BO CEPALIH CROEME, XOTH AAH BOMIA COBPATHTH £O HETHHHATO
n8TH, MHEER ceRe MEAPEHIIA NAYE KoY.

Concerning the Eighth Council. In the year 6946 [1438, cor-
rectly 1437]. In that year and on the day of the pious grand prince Vasilii
Vasil’evich, in the second week after the Great Day [Resurrection or Easter
Sunday], Metropolitan Sidor arrived by carriage in the Rus’land. And thus
the grand prince honored him. He [Isidore| was satanically tormented;
after a short time he began with audacity to concern himself with a jour-
ney to the council. He disclosed how the Eighth Council was now gath-
ering in the Roman lands because of the rebellion and schism between
the Greek Church and the Roman, concerning a mixing of the Lord’s
body and blood in the holy gift that is indeed blended in the leavened
bread and even in the unleavened bread, and concerning the Holy Spirit.
And thus drawing upon the preceding he chose to go to this council. The
Orthodox grand prince Vasilii Vasil’evich with godly comprehension said
to him: “Do not go to the forming Latin Eighth Council, nor be seduced
by their heresy,” and prohibited these to him. | | He further added to this,
how such thoughts would not stop to lead astray and said much to him:
“Do not listen to such views, you act as a madman.” And following this,
the [grand prince]| said to him: “Weigh, Father, the sacred precepts of the
holy fathers, as these are God-given to the holy fathers, accomplished at
the Seventh Council [Nicaea II, 787] and set forth in the holy precepts,
all placed in the divine law of the holy apostles, and placed in the sacred
Orthodox faith and confirmed in the teaching of the Father, the Son, and
the Holy Spirit, being the Holy Trinity. Concerning the composition of
the Eighth Council, malediction betrayed it.” He [Isidore| in no way would
listen to these. The grand prince following this said to him:“You are going
to the Eighth Council. It is unworthy of the precepts of the holy fathers.
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‘When you return from there to us, do bring to us the ancient piety | | that
was received by Vladimir [I] from our ancestors, but do not bring to us the
new and strange, because if you bring us the new, that will be disagreeable
for us.” In this year [1437] on the 15th day of the month of August, the
tuneral of Princess Eupraxia, Sidor went to Rome for the Eighth Council.
He took an oath, himself stating, that he would not bring to him [the grand
prince] the new and strange, but firmly stand for Orthodoxy and struggle
for the sacred precepts.”? He concealed evil thoughts in his heart, desiring
to lead astray God’s people from the true path, being of the view that he,
more than others, was the wisest.

The fourth text, the Knuea Cmenennas Llapckoeo Pooocngisa |= The Book of
Degrees of Tsarist Relationships| of the 1560s, relates in the Fourteenth Degree®
of Isidore’s election to the metropolitan seat of Kiev and All Rus’. Preserving a
harsh condemnation of Isidore and his ministry, the text reads:**

O Heckyyiemn mHTPONOAHTE Henpope, KaKO A¥KARHORS HA NPAROLAARIE H KAKO OBAE-
YHEIA EEQYMIE €70, H O MOAKHRE EAATOMECTHRKIXE. H TOrAA NPERE NPHILECTEIA LRI
Taro tonul npepBApH NPIHTH Ko Laghrpaan oTa Prma gnomSapennin Henpopn
H HEKOHME EOTONPOTHEHRIME KOBAPLTOME AEPRHY BOLXHTHTH MOCTABAEHIE OTH
MATPIAPYA HA MPECTOAR Porcinckin mHTponoAln. Llapk e H naTpIApXE BEABMH
MORAAHLA, MKO SctkopHwwA nocTaBHTH Henpopa, || Eaamennomy we tond, mko
HEROAEI MPOMOMECTEYIOLIE, FAArOAAXY cHUE: «Ho OEAYME, HMH e CYALEAMH BECTh
Bora, eraa HeHpopy HEKOE MPeMmeHEHIE ESAETR, H TOTAA Thi EOrOHREPAHHKIH
XPHLTORR CBIMTHTEAL TOTORR EAATOLAOKEHR KOCMPIATH EOTOIREAAEMLIH TEETE
NPEcTOAR FOCIHEKHIA MHTPOMOAIRY; ERE H ERICTh NOCAEAH BomMIHMA BAArOEO-
AEHIEMEB. H TaKO OTNY¥YIENA ERICT H MPIHAE KO CEOI EMHCKOMKIo HA Pragank. [To
mane iKe BPEMeNH Hrupopy npHwepwy Ha (OLKRY, BEAHKIH e KHIARk BACHAIH
BACHARERH'L, HEREARIA EMO PAREPALIEHHATO $MA H KO SIIATO MHTPOMOAHTA
npITa ero ecThE. MpeEniBiny me emy Ha Mockek 4 mkemu, H NOHAE BB PHMB
HA OChMhIH COROPH, HAKIRE IRAAYY EFO 6 MECILE, HE COROPNIOIE, PHMAKIKIH Mana
Gerdrm v Laperpapckin natpiapya torvon n uaph Heann BanSmnn. Tamo e
UAPR FAATOAALUE CHUE, KO «ER [SChTEH REMBAH EOALILEE MPAKOLAARIE H EhILLILLIEE
XPHETIMHLETEO, BB HHY'A iKE ECTh || BEAHKIH FOLSAAph H UAK, EPATE MOH, BAcHAIH
BACHARERHYL, EMY RE MHORH LAPIE H KHIARH H R REMBAIMH CEOHMH CA¥KATRY.
H Toro papH cAMBHATO HMEHH HKAAXY K& ceEE npHwecTEIA Henpopoga, emy e
BEAHKIH KHIARk BACHAIH MHOTO EOCEPAHILUE, KO HE AOCTOHTH TA_KOEOMY LOEOPY
ELITH, OHB /KE KAMTEAMH CTPALILHBIMH H TIVKEKHMH KAITCR, AKO HE MOEAPATH
EMY MO PHMAMHEXE, HH XEAAHTH (ATHHRCKATO PAREPALIEHIN, HH RAKOHA, HO
KPENKO CTOMTH O MPABOCAARIH.

Concerning the non-existent metropolitanate of Isidore, how
[he was] cunning toward Orthodoxy and how he was invested
with his madness, and concerning the exploitation of the devout.
And when prior to the coming of the holy lona, preceding the arrival to
Tsargrad [Constantinople] from Rome® of the pernicious thinker Isidore
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and some ungodly [and] insidious [ones], they dared to aspire to place the
patriarchal [nominee] upon the metropolitan seat of Moscow.The emperor
[John VIII] and the patriarch [Joseph]| conferred extensively on how to
hasten the consecration of Isidore | | [and] how to explain the constraint
of the blessed Iona, stating thus: “Since both, for whom the will of God is
their destiny, though Isidore somewhat will be a substitute, and then you
the chosen of Christ the God, the prelate prepared for the elevation. God
willing, you received the throne of Rus’”; — that the last was the benefi-
cence of God. And in this way he [lona] was dismissed and went to the
episcopacy in Riazan. After a short time Isidore came to Moscow. The
grand prince Vasilii Vasil’evich was unaware of his depraved intellect and
how frankly he had obtained the extant metropolitan [seat]. He remained
in Moscow four months, and went to Rome* for the Eighth Council,
where he stayed for six months, not in council, [but meeting] with the
Roman Pope Eugenius and the Constantinopolitan Patriarch Joseph and
the Emperor John Kalojan.There the emperor thus stated how “in the Rus’
land the majority is Orthodox and most are Christians. Among them there
is || the grand prince and tsar [?], our brother Vasilii Vasil’evich, whom
many emperors®’ and princes with their lands serve [him].” And for the
sake of this honorable land, he [the grand prince] awaited the arrival of
Isidore, to whom the grand prince Vasilii prohibited many [things], as it was
not proper to attend such a council. He [Isidore], with dread and pain, took
an oath that he would not struggle for the Roman, nor praise the Latin
seduction, nor [their] law, but stand firmly for Orthodoxy.

Unlike the contemporaneous polemical literature that condemns the Latins
in vitriolic terms, the passage in the Patriarchal or Nikon Annal, though forth-
right, does not damn Isidore for his views. Rather, the grand prince has made
a clear statement of his objection to church union and his position on cer-
tain theological issues. Isidore, too, has made clear his intention to attend the
council, over the objections of the grand prince. Thus the stage was set for
a confrontation between the two men upon Isidore’s return from Florence.
The Muscovite Annalistic Code, however, reflects the acerbic language then in
vogue and its tone is often harsh when addressing Isidore and his activities. The
Book of Degrees of the Tsarist Relationships provides a brief statement of Isidore’s
arrival, often negative in tone, and does not preserve the theological disputation
between the grand prince and the metropolitan. The book does raise a suspi-
cion: Why did Isidore depart so quickly for the Council of Ferrara-Florence,
but first go to Rome (if in fact this is true, although there is no evidence to
support this contention since Pope Eugenius IV had earlier fled the city and
the claim does not appear to have validity) where he remained for some months
and for what purpose? This may be a misstatement, or it is implied that he went
to the Roman land and not to the city itself. Further, did Isidore realize that
a precarious situation was developing for him in Moscow and thus he sought
to escape its immediate consequences, or did he have imperial and patriarchal
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instructions to set out as expeditiously as possible for the Eighth Council?
Unfortunately, the surviving literature does not clearly answer nor shed light
on these questions. The lesser Rus” annals are as well denigrating toward Isidore,
although often their passages are brief and add little that is new.*

That Isidore had exacerbated the issues during his brief stay in Moscow and
encountered resistance to his views and designs is apparent in the Rus’ sources,
if they are only partially accurate in reporting his arrival, reception, and depar-
ture. What remains unclear is the question: Did the Greeks, upon nominating
him for the metropolitan seat, miscalculate Muscovite Rus’ reaction? Certainly
the question of Rus’ aid for the relief of the imperial city was not a factor,
since the Muscovites had their own internal problems and limited resources,
and were in no position to send men and materials to aid in the defense of
Constantinople. It is very doubtful that the Byzantines had contemplated such
an outcome. Further, there is no evidence that the Byzantines sought military
assistance in various forms from the Muscovites. And there is no evidence that
the Muscovite Rus’ had offered substantial military aid. Rather, the Greeks
were determined to maintain the Muscovite metropolitanate as a subordinate
unit of the patriarchate. Beyond this fact, we cannot make the assertion that
Byzantine diplomacy had blundered with the appointment of Isidore. Iona was
especially unacceptable to the emperor for the apparent reason that he did not
support church union and had remained unwavering on this issue throughout
the 1430s and 1440s. The Constantinopolitan officials as well were inflexible in
supporting church union, for upon this rested their hope of obtaining western
reinforcements and materials for the defense of their imperial city against the
awaited Ottoman Turkish onslaught.

2 The Council of Ferrara-Florence

Isidore, traveling leisurely to Ferrara, appears to have made no attempt to attend
the preliminary meetings leading up to the formal and public sessions at Fer-
rara. He departed Moscow either on the 15th of August or the 8th of Sep-
tember 1437.% Isidore enjoyed the role of a tourist for approximately the next
twelve months, recording in detail the places that he had visited in Livonia, the
Holy Roman Empire, and Italy, and the sights that he had encountered along
the way.* He rarely devotes attention to prominent individuals encountered en
route, nor does he address topics discussed. His early departure for the council
provided him with an opportunity that he apparently relished to tour numer-
ous cities and sites, and to raise funds during the course of the journey for the
maintenance of his traveling staft, which numbered over 100,’" and to receive
suitable gifts for himself, thus becoming the basis for the travel account. He
arrived in Ferrara on the 18th of August 1438.> His return journey to Moscow
in 1440 carried him through Istria, Croatia, Hungary, Poland, and Lithuania,
and also took nearly a year to complete.

The main sessions of the council at Ferrara had formally begun on the 8th
of October, but its stay there was short-lived, ending on the 13th of December.
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A variety of explanations are given for its relocation, among them the appear-
ance of the plague the previous summer and its devastating consequences for the
delegates and especially the Muscovite Rus’ entourage that, upon its arrival, suf-
fered heavy losses of humankind. The delegates then reassembled in Florence,”
gathering there in January 1439. Only sixteen® general sessions are assigned to
Ferrara, whereas ten, the sixteenth through the twenty-fifth, are ascribed to Flor-
ence for the dates of 26 February to 24 March 1439. However, a number of
minor sessions were held at Ferrara and Florence that addressed specific issues.
Much of their work, nonetheless, focused on church union, although theological
disputations occurred within the sessions. The most heated and extended debates
centered on the issue of filioque, the procession of the Holy Spirit from both the
Father and the Son.The Latin Church had incorporated the doctrine into their
rendition of the Nicene Creed, whereas the Eastern churches, notably the Byzan-
tine, claimed to retain the original version of the creed, thus excluding the filiogue
concept and maintaining that the Holy Spirit proceeded only from the Father.

Isidore’s attendance in Florence merits particular attention. In his travel
account, Isidore, most probably recorded by his assistant and companion Greg-
ory, relates his observations in that city and his visit to Orsanmichele, though
the site is not identified, where he viewed Latin images. He found one in par-
ticular to be worthy of comment:*

H ec KB rpap® MOMB HKOHA MIOAOITIROPHA, ORpARA MpMcrminia Kivia Aimipe; u
EC MIPEAT HKOHOK ITIOK BA EOMHHUE HEUEAERBIINYA AlAEH 34 6000 pocnEImIn
EOWIAHKI, BB OEPARB AOAEH ITIEXE; AIHE KTO RACTPEAEHE, HAH CAENB, HAH
XPOMA, HAH BERB P¥KA, HAH BEAHKE MAKA HA KOHE NPHEYARR, ITIAKO SCITIPOEHH,
KO KHEH CTORMITIA, HAH CITIAPA, HAH SHA, HAH REHA, HAH ARLIA, HAH OTTIpOM,
| | HAH KAKOrO MOTPHIHE HA HEMB ELINO, HAH HEAST'A KAKOKA BB HEMA EhIAk, H
KAKO ErO MPOLITISAO, HAH KAKOKA MREA, ITIAKO ITIOH H CITIOHITIA AOLNEITThA.
There is in that city a thaumaturgic image — a likeness of the Most Pure
Mother of God. And before this image in its encasement there are 6,000
fully waxed human likenesses of those people who had been healed. If
someone has been shot by an arrow, or is deaf, lame, without a hand, or
a great man who arrived by horse, they are thus arranged as if they stand
alive, whether aged, young, a woman, a maiden, a lad, | | or however they
were attired, or whatever infirmity they had, and how erect they were, or
whatever the pestilence, thus it is fully developed in those standing.

The passage does not clearly establish that Isidore venerated the likeness
of the Mother of God. Given that Muscovite clergy and perhaps others had
accompanied him to the shrine, it is doubtful that Isidore made a public display.
Rather, he may have said in the privacy of his person the appropriate religious
responses. Also, no Muscovite or other sources relate this event; hence we have
only this one source to draw upon.

The Byzantine delegation of 700, excluding John VIII and his immediate
entourage that had sailed on his imperial vessel, arrived aboard papal vessels
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on the 16th of February, in time to participate in some of the early conten-
tious debates.”” But the proceedings began on an inauspicious note. Upon their
arrival, the first stop being Venice, the Byzantine delegation suftered the expe-
rience of viewing its treasures that had been looted from Santa Sophia, other
churches, and secular structures by the knights of the Fourth Crusade.®® In spite
of this unfortunate experience, the discussions proceeded and focused upon
some preliminary dogmatic issues, as the differences between Roman and Byz-
antine interpretations, although these appear to have been limited to specific
topics as the existence and functions of Purgatory, the use of leavened versus
unleavened bread in the Eucharistic ceremony, and the role of the pope as the
supreme head of the Catholic Church and his governance of and authority over
all Christendom.* Upon the direction of the Byzantine emperor, the conten-
tious question of filioque, the procession of the Holy Spirit from the Father
or both from the Father and the Son, was not to be introduced by Byzantine
theologians.*” However, when the public sessions did convene at Ferrara and
continued later at Florence, the addition of filioque to the Nicene Creed became
a topic of substantive discussion between the Greek and Roman theologians,
often contentious with and within each of the groups.*!

Isidore, upon his arrival in August and months after the disputations had
begun, deferred to Bessarion (a strong proponent of church union) and to
Mark Eugenikos (the metropolitan of Ephesus and a staunch anti-unionist the-
ologian) to continue the dogmatic debates, although he did participate in the
discussions. His role as the metropolitan of Kiev and head of the Muscovite
Rus’ representatives lessened his position as orator, perhaps because he headed a
non-Greek ecclesiastical delegation, but this did not preclude him from speak-
ing on behalf of John VIII and the Greek delegation as he did on a number of
occasions. During the ensuing deliberations with the Latin and Greek spokes-
men, Isidore played a significant consultative role, often offering guidance to
the emperor and being called upon by him to offer his advice on specific
matters and to act as an imperial intermediary with the pope.* His role as the
metropolitan of Kiev and of all Rus’, thus, did not preclude him from furnish-
ing valuable assistance and counsel to the emperor and he emerged as a strong
advocate for the emperor’s positions on a number of issues.

He was named one of six orators for the eastern churchmen at the public ses-
sions in Ferrara and later in Florence, although Bessarion and Eugenikos were
designated principal speakers, each reflecting divergent positions on dogmatic
issues and in particular the questions of filiogue and church union.*” The silence
of Isidore in the early sessions was noticeable and Ludovicus, the archbishop of
Florence, questioned him. The archbishop may have intended to provoke and
to urge the metropolitan of Kiev to speak and to state his positions on out-
standing questions.** Isidore appears to have been comfortable with a limited
speaking arrangement, for it left him unencumbered by theological concerns,
which appear not to have been his main interest, and rather free to concentrate
on matters of Realpolitik with the pope and his representatives, and to act often
when called upon as an intermediary between the emperor and the pope. He
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did, on the other hand as we shall observe, concern himself with the prolonged
discussions on filioque and other dogmatic questions. On the 1st of November
at the sixth session, he set out to prepare a response to Andrew of Rhodes, thus
siding with Bessarion on the question of authority to make alterations to the
Nicene Creed. It is unclear whether Isidore delivered his prepared remarks or,
rather and more likely, they were given to Bessarion, who incorporated them
into his own text and then presented a rebuttal to the position of Andrew of
Rhodes.*

Isidore articulated a number of written responses, but these contributions
to the debates have received a modicum or little mention in modern sources
that interpret especially the theological proceedings at Ferrara and at Flor-
ence. We should caution that the Occidental literature, both the primary and
secondary sources, is heavily slanted to documenting and analyzing the Latin
positions. Thus, we should indicate that reconstructing the dates when his writ-
ten responses were delivered is problematic. Few are furnished and even those
calendar notices are questionable. However, in reconstructing his written and
oral contributions, we should first cite a short essay that he prepared in early
October that places emphasis upon the themes of peace and charity among
the disputants at the council;* a brief work of mid-October on the procedural
customs to be adhered to by the Council of Ferrara;*” and a third work, a draft
of an address that is dated to late October and presents his views on opposing
an addition to the Nicene Creed, namely the filiogue phrase.*®

In addition to the named texts and others,* two responses of Isidore during
the disputations at Florence have been preserved both in Greek and Latin. In
the first, delivered on the 24th of March, Isidore replies to Cardinal Andreas de
Santacroce, who solicited his response, and Isidore rejoins:*

Quoniam autem rev. pater in hiis duabus congregationibus multa dixit et diversa,
et adversis patribus et Orientalibus et Grecis Latinis, ac amplificando potius; nam
vestra paternitas vere loquebatur in hiis congregationibus per VIII horas et plus,
ex quibus omnibus partim errant auctoritates sanctorum, que pro nobis faciebant,
partim sue Occcidentalis <ecclesie> communium, quoniam anima nostra accipit
per sensus, presertim ea, que dicuntur per auditum; ea autem, que prolixe dicuntur,
adducunt sacietatem ad aures, quia infesta est auribus societas verborum, quia sensus
auditu leditur posse omnia transmittere ad animum, que prolixe dicuntur; propterea
volumus, que per vestram paternitatem dicta sunt, in scriptis etiam ut detis nobis eas
auctoritates allegatas in his libris, qui_fuerunt Latinorum, ut partim nos possimus
conferre cum auctoritatibus, que apud nos reperiuntur, partim, ut legamus in his libris,
ut melius intelligamus; postea circa ista omnia diligenter considerabimus.

Because, on the other hand, the reverend father has said many things
and in disagreement with these two assemblies, the Oriental and the Latin
Greeks, he has enlarged capably.Your fathers speak faithfully in these assem-
blies during the eighth hour and beyond. All factions stray to support the
sacred, which appears to us that your side, the Occidental <ecclesiastical>
communion, is drawn to this association in relation to the aural, because
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the association is hostile to hearing the word, [and] because the sense of
hearing, having been prejudiced, is able to convey all to the soul of which
it is willing to speak. Therefore in the books that are implied through the
adornments of the fathers, in the writings that indeed preclude us from
supporting the allegations that are in these Latin books, so that in part we
are able to attribute to the authors who are in the works we may discover,
that in part we may gather from these books, [and] that we may somewhat
understand. Thereafter, as such, we may carefully take up all.

The second preserved account of Isidore® is a rejoinder (no date is ascribed
in the text, although it appears to have been delivered in the initial sessions at
Florence) to a lecture by Rupecremata, after a sermon on the form of the Holy
Eucharist by the fellow Dominican Iohannis de Torquemada:>

Si putarem aliquam contrarietatem inter ea, que dicta sunt per magistrum, facerem
longum sermonem. Nam necesse est in contradictionibus aut confirmare aut con-
futare. Sed quoniam puto adiutorio dei esse concordes, per tria, que dicam, breviter
me expedio. Et primo dico ex tempore; nam hoc missale, quo utimur, est traditum
a Basilio et beato Grisostomo, utebamur ante tempus scismatis, nec aliqua facta est
mutatio; tamen Occidentalis ecclesia numquam de hoc verbum fecit, ut cum fuerimus
concordes et ad eundem finem tendentes, quemadmodum nostri considerantes, quod
nostril videntes, quod ecclesia Romana semper permisit, ideo videtur, quod tempore
sumus concordes, secundum rem dicimus idem et dico, quod credimus, quod id quod
conficit ministerium, esse sermone domini et taliter per orationem sacerdotis dicimus
sacrum effici hoc modo. Et quoniam credimus dominicam vocem esse effectricem
divinorum munerum et semel a deo, cuius causa semper operatur illa vox semper
replicatur a sacerdote et suscipit sacerdos, quod illa vox replicata aptetus, ut sit eadem
vox cum voce domini et ut ita aptetur, invocatur spiritus sanctus et supplicat sacerdos,
ut per virtutem spititus sancti concedatur gratia, ut vox repetita efficiatur ita effec-
tiva, ut verbum dei fuit, et ita credimus consummativam fieri per illam orationem
sacerdotis, et probo, quod dominice voces habent operationem ut semina, quia sine
semine non potest effici fructus, ita in hac dominica voce; tamen, ubi cadit semen,
eget aliis instrumentis, ut sacerdotis, altaris et orationum. Unde credimus per hoc
esse vobiscum concordes. Quod autem addatur in diffinitione propter rationes vestras
dixit pateritas vestra, quod est necesse propter discordiam, et dico, quod esset, si hec
difficultas esset contraria, sed non est mota, ut fuerint disputations, et ideo, cum non
fuerint controversie, quare debet deduci in dubium? De alia particula, in quibus
considerantur III1° ad confectionem sacramenti, nos id[em) sentimus, quod vos, quod
requiritur panis tritici et vinum de vite et sacerdos et quod per altare et principaliter
per verba dominica. Et quoniam in omnibus his sumus concordes, vos dicitis, quod
debet poni propter declarationem rudium. Rudes ita clare tenuerunt, et ita tenebunt,
unde non est necessarium hoc poni in diffinitione; nam multe questiones sunt et de
baptismate; si de omnibus vellemus providere, tempus non sufficeret. Cum autem
hec dixerim ex me, supplico sanctissimum dominum nostrum et reverendos patres, ut
non exigat[ur] alia diffinitio.
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If we cleanse some of the contradictions in it [Rupecremata’s address],
which are spoken through the master, we will create a lengthy sermon. It is
necessary for us in speaking against [these]| contradictions either to confirm
or to suppress [them]. But I will in a few words explain, seeing that with
the help of God to clarify [what is] to be harmonious with the Trinity of
which I speak.And first I [will] speak as the occasion demands. For this mis-
sal, which we use, is the tradition of [Saint] Basil and the blessed [loannes)]
Chrysostom that was used before the time of the schism. Some facts have
not changed. Nevertheless, the Occidental clergy never makes [reference]
to this word. Indeed, with most avoidance of harmony and to the achieve-
ment of this end, in what manner you consider ours to the extent that
you view as of our country, and the assembly of Rome on each occasion
concedes, therefore perceiving, the fact that agreements are temporary. We
mention the following as the same and speak what we believe to the extent
that it brings about [our| ministry, to be a discourse of the Lord and as such
through the orations of the priests we devote the sacred producing this in
the present. And since we trust the statements of the Dominican to be a
product of divine presence and ever from God, whose cause at all times
labors to review always that utterance on each occasion from the priest and
upholds the priest, whereas that speech adapts to the review. In the same
way as the assertion approves with the voice of God and thus so adapts,
invoking the Holy Spirit and entreats the priest that he thankfully submit
through the virtue of the Holy Spirit, that the statement repeats, making
thus practical, [and] that has been the word of God. And in this fashion we
rely upon the summation having been made through that priestly sermon
and I approve because the Dominican has spoken as an author, which
without an author would not confirm a fruitful authority as in this oration
of the Dominican. However, where the seed falls, it is without other tools,
indeed the priestly, the altar, and the sermon. How can we trust by this to
be called to agreement? And moreover if we conceal through disavowal
by reason of calculation, you speak of the dress of the fathers, as far as it is
necessary to disagree, and to say, since it would be if this difficulty would
be contradictory, but it is not a movement, how might they have been dis-
putable? And therefore, may they not be debatable, wherefore it is due to
lead to doubts? Of other parts in what manner we consider the fourth, the
composition of the sacrament, we perceive it, like you, we require bread of
wheat, wine of the vine, and a priest, and over an altar and principally by
the word of the Lord. And because in all this we are in agreement, you say
that with rudeness we have set aside the clarification. Thus they brusquely
maintain clarity and in this fashion they hold fast, whence this assertion is
not to be disputed. There are many questions for us and of baptism. If we
convulse from all to look forward, there is insufficient time. On the other
hand, I myself may have said these [statements]. I beseech our most sacred
lords and reverend fathers, do not reflect upon all of the questions.
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Also, between 17 April and 10 June 1439, Isidore prepared a brief response
to the lengthy disputation of the Latin orator Giovanni da Montenaro, a pro-
vincial of Lombardy. Da Montenaro addressed the patristic literature enunciat-
ing the interpretations on the procession of the Holy Spirit from the Father
and the Son (the filioque). The Latin texts that he cited were not made available
to the Greek orators and this caused dismay among them. After da Montenaro
had concluded his discourse, a long pause ensued and finally in exasperation
Isidore raised a procedural issue, noting that the Greeks did not have copies of
his documentation and were at a loss to respond to his theological argumenta-
tion concerning the procession of the Holy Spirit.>* The Latins, however, dur-
ing the filioque discussions, applying Aristotelian logic to the debates and even
drawing upon the rational writings of Saint Thomas Aquinas, charged that the
Greek orators displayed no specificity in their argumentation. Even John VIII
was appalled at the “ignorance” of his orators, whether pro- or anti-church
union, in their responses to the Latin speakers. Georgios Scholarios (who later
after the fall of the imperial city in 1453 was appointed patriarch of Constan-
tinople under the chosen name of Gennadios II), one of the most knowledge-
able and learned Byzantine theologians at the council and a pro-unionist at the
moment, was horrified at the lack of learning among the Greek delegates. Like
the emperor, he impugned the “ignorance” of the Greek delegation.* Isidore
did not dispute the emperor or Scholarios, and even appears to conclude that
the Greek orators were ill prepared for these detailed expositions, whether
because of a lack of knowledge or of preparation. Illustrative of his contri-
butions to the debates, he presented during the month of April an eloquent
discussion on the connotations of the Greek prepositions €k (from) and St
(through) at Florence. Isidore argues that there was little differentiation in their
meanings and prepositional usage, and employed this argumentation to support
the Latin interpretation of filiogue.>

To bring the impasse to a conclusion and to resolve the divisions within
the Greek deputation, Isidore invited select bishops, those of Melenikos and
Drama, along with other high Orthodox churchmen to a sumptuous dinner,
as recounted by Sylvestros Syropoulos. While for weeks the papacy had denied
sustenance and maintenance to the Greeks until they had relented and accepted
the proposals of the pope and the Latin wing at the Council of Ferrara-Florence,
the provision of a lavish meal was a welcome sight for those present. After they
had dined, Isidore addressed the gathering and as a teacher he persuaded them
to accept his arguments in favor of filiogue. The guests accepted his position, but
later upon their return to Byzantium a number of them recanted and damned
Isidore for his actions.*

In the end, after months of wrangling amongst themselves and with the Lat-
ins, and in a climate of much distrust and misunderstanding, John VIII prevailed
upon his Greek delegation to accept church union. Without a declaration of
unity, he recognized that he could not hope for military aid from the West to
relieve his beleaguered imperial city and protect the few remaining territorial
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remnants of the once glorious and extensive Byzantine Empire. The Decree of
Church Union® was formally adopted on the 6th of July 1439, although the
signatories, both Greek and Latin, applied their autographs the previous day.
Isidore was a signatory to the Decree. His inscription reads:>®

Isydorus archiepiscopus Ciebiensis ac totius Russie ac locum tenens apostolico sedis
sanctissimi patriarche Anthioceni domini Dorothei™ affirmans et diffiniens subscripsi.

Isidore, the Archbishop of Kiev and of All Rus’, and also the region held
by the apostolic seat of the most sacred Patriarch of Antioch, Lord Doroth-
eos, I sign affirming and forging anew.

Isidore’s autograph in Greek, like the Latin in its context, reads:*

Toidwpog pntpomoditng Kvéfov kai wdong Pociog kol tov téwmov
€Y@V 10D AwOGTOALKOD OpOVOL TOD AYIOTATOV TATPLEPYOL AvTioyEiog
KVpoD Awpobéov GTEPYMV Kol GUVALVDY VTEYPAYO.

Within several months after the signatories had adhered their autographs to
the Decree of Union, Pope Eugenius IV embarked upon a letter writing cam-
paign, promoting the role of Isidore at the church council and specifying his
additional ecclesiastical jurisdictions within Muscovy and in particular in East-
ern Europe. Thus, Isidore emerged thereafter as a major player in papal diplo-
macy in the Slavic lands and its implementer of church union for the following
decades.

The first letter, of concern to us, was addressed from Florence by Eugenius
IV to a general audience, and is dated the 15th of August 1439.The heading of
the missive defines Isidore’s papal appointments and the extent of his ecclesias-
tical jurisdictions over given territories. It reads:*'

Eugenius etc. venerabili fratri Isidoro Kyew ac totius Russie Metropolite, in Lithu-
anie, Lyvonie et Russie provincias ac in civitatibus, diocesibus, terris et locis lechie,
que tibi iure Metropolit[an]o subesse noscuntur, apostolice sedis legato, saltutem etc.

Eugenius, etc., concerning the Reverend Father Isidore, the Metropoli-
tanate of Kiev and of All Rus’, in Lithuania, Livonia, and Rus’ provinces,
and in the civilized centers, dioceses, lands, and select places, which we
acknowledge to be subject to you and the jurisdiction of the Metropolitan-
ate, the seat of the apostolic legate, greetings etc.

Aside from defining his ecclesiastical powers and the dominions subject to the
rulers of these regions, the letter established Isidore as the apostolic rather than
the papal legate for these jurisdictions, although we should not differentiate
between the two distinctions, since the same high ecclesiastical office admin-
isters them. The letter is broadly addressed and does not solely concern the
grand prince of Moscow. Further, if the pope intended the letter to influence
the rulers of Poland and Lithuania, his overture was made all the more difficult
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by the fact that these rulers were anti-papal and pro-Basle in their outlook and
preferences. Thus Isidore’s task in these realms was not to be an easy one.

On the same day, the pope addressed a second letter,® a formal appoint-
ment of Isidore as his apostolic legate and the extent of his jurisdictions. The
heading of the letter reads: Eugenius etc. universis et singulis, ad quos presentes littere
nostre pervenerint, salutem etc., “Eugenius, etc., the universal and the one [head],
to whom|ever| our presentation of the letter reaches, greetings etc.” The pope
then addresses on the same day a third letter to the grand prince of Moscow.
To the best of our knowledge, the text of the letter survives only in a Medieval
Church Slavonic rendition that appears in the Second Sofia Annal (CodHrieram
BTopAm AfTomuen) and reads:®

CYreHIfl EMHIKYNA, PAER PAEOME BORIHMA, MPEBRICKOMY KHIRI BAcHARI
BacHaseHMy (lockoBtkomy H Eceta PYEIH BEAHKOMY LAPIO CTTACEHIE H AMOCTOALLKOE
EAArOCAOKEHIE. Baaropapuma RreppmramuTteann Bora, mko HelE, no mHOREYA
TPYAEXB, AyXa CEMTATO EAAFOAATH MOMOLIIK, EOCTOMHAR LEPKOBR Ch HAMH
EAHHA ECTh, EZRE KO CMACEHI OHAETR AVIUA MHOTHYE AKAIA H KB TEOEH MOYBAAE
H cAdBE nHwete. K& cemy EAHHAMECTEY MHOTOE MOAOMKEHIE H MOCM-ELUEHIE
MECTHEAILATO EPATA HALIEFO CHAOPA MHTPOMOAHTA TEOEFO KCel [YLH, OTH
AMOLTOALLKATO MPECTOAA MOCLAA, HIRE A CBOE EAATOE KPEMMAFILE MOTPYAHACK
O COEAHHEHIH; TOTO PAAH MOTPEEHO ECTH MOMOFATH EMY KOMYEKAO KO ELEYA
AEAEYB, HAHNAME BB CHYR AEAEYR, ERE NPEACTOMHIE HWETR KA AOLTOHHLTEY
EAHHY H MHHY LEPKOEHOMY, EPYMEHHY EMY. & TEOE MPEBELICOMAFILEE MPOLHMA Eh
T'ornoAA HALIErO H £ EOALIHM®E HREAAHIEMA H £O MHOTHM®A PAMEHIEME, CEFO MHT-
OMOAHTA O ONMPAEAAHIH H O AOEE LIEPKORHEMB NPEREPEEHEMB, AL MPIHMELIH
Bora papH H HACE AEAR, RAHERE TO Ch KEAMHIEME H CO MHOTHM®A PAMEHIEMA KA
TeRE O HEMB MPHKARKIBAEMA; MO KCkXh BEEXA, ERE HWATH EEAATH OTH HEFO
O UEPKOBHEH MOWAHHE MPEARCTOMHIE, AA EYAELWH MOMOLIHHKA EMY VEEJAHO CO
BCEIO CROEI0 MOMOLIO, ERE AA EYAETH XBAAA H CAABA OTH AKAEH, A OTH HACA
EAAAOCAOKEHIE, A OT% Fora E£YHOE AAPORAHIE AA HMALUH. 4 AAHA EO (DAOPEHTIH,
CRILIEHKETRA HALIEFO B 9—¢ AJTO.

The Bishop Eugenius, the servant of the servants of God, to the most
high prince of Moscow and of All Rus’Vasilii Vasil’evich, for the welfare of
the grand tsar and the apostolic blessing. We give thanks to the Almighty
God, for now after much labor, the Holy Spirit thankfully aiding, the East-
ern Church is one with us. Thus it is written to be the salvation of the
souls of many people and for your praise and glory. With this unification,
much circumstance and diligence of our esteemed brother Sidor [Isidore],
your Metropolitan of All Rus’, who for our good labored with strength for
union, is dispatched from the apostolic seat. For the sake of this, it is neces-
sary for whomever to assist him in all deeds, particularly in those endeav-
ors that have precedence toward the dignity of oneness and the church’s
ceremony I commit him. And in our Lord we beseech your Excellency,
and with the greatest desire and with much zealousness, having previously
stated concerning the justification and concerning the ecclesiastical benefit
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of his metropolitanate, for the sake of God accept [him| and our work,
because this we enjoin you with the desire and with much assiduity con-
cerning him. On all matters inquire of him concerning the present eccle-
siastical custom. Thus you will fervently be the helpmate to him with all
your assistance that will gain popular commendation and glory, and from us
you will have the blessing and from God an eternal gift. Given in Florence
in the ninth year of our holiness.

We are not informed in the Muscovite sources of the immediate reaction of
the grand prince to this correspondence. Only later, after the arrival of Isidore,
does the polemical literature reflect the harsh responses to his metropolitanate
and the question of church union, among other issues.

Soon after, on the 28th of November 1439, Eugenius IV addressed a letter
to John VIII, specifying the jurisdictions of Isidore. The communication reads:**

Eugenius Episcopus, servus servorum Dei, carissimo in Christi filio Ioanni Pale-
ologo Romeorum imperatori, salute et apostolicam benedictionem.

Cum esset profecturus ex Venetiis venerabilis frater Isidorus Ruthenorum archi-
episcopus, ut [per] Hungariam et Germaniam rediret in patriam, casus accidit mortis
clare memorie Alberti Romanorum, Hungarie et Boemie regis, quamobrem consul-
tum est predicto ar|chiepiscoplo a dominio Venetorum ceterisque, qui illa noverunt
itinera, fore tutius sese navigationis longitudini atque periculis exponere, quam illud
terrestre iter ingredi, per qluod]| guerris implicitum et latrocinis obsessum maiora et
certiora subiret pericula.

Nos etiam audito de suspicione ipsa, que dicto archiepiscopo erat proposita, eiuis-
dem fuimus se|nte|ntie.

Veniet itaque domino et deo protegente Constantinopolim viis, que tibi sibique
vibuntur cum tutiores tum etiam commodiores, in patriam accessurus.

[Qluare licet sciamus tuam celsitudinem optime intelligere magnam esse ipsius
viri virtutem non dubitemusque te illum ex corde diligere, tamen, cum nos etiam
eum [a]memus, quem novimus et in obtinenda unione multum fideliter et diligentis-
sime laborasse, et speramus plurimum in ea conservanda profuturum, non potuimus
[abstinere, quin has ad te daremus, predictum archiepiscopum singulari quodam
modo comendantes. Nihil enim hoc tempore nobis acceptius facere poteris quam sip
tledictu]m archiepiscopum in hac sua profectione necessariis favoribus prosequeris.

Datum  Florentie, anno incarnationis dominice millesimo quadringentessino
[tricesi|mo nono, quarto kalendas decembris, pontificates nostri anno nono.

Bishop Eugenius, the servant of the servants of God, beneficent in Christ,
to the son [and] Roman Emperor John Palaiologos, greetings and apostolic
benediction.

Upon departure from Venice, he would be the venerable father Isidore of
the Ruthenian archdiocese, but is returning [through] Hungary and Ger-
many to [his] native land [Muscovite Rus’], the occasion occurred, being
distinct in the death and memory of the king Albertus of Rome, Hungary,
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and Bohemia, for which reason he is otherwise to advise the archbishop
and the lord of Venice that he has altered the route. He himself will set forth
to navigate the length and hazards [of these lands], as that land journey
begins, through which the entwining warfare and brigandage are major
hindrances and the contentions become a test.

I repeat, we ourselves also hear of the suspicion that the archbishop had
set forth. We have been of the same opinion.

And so the lord came and furnished to God the Constantinopolitan
influence, which to you may view at that time with the protectors as also
accommodating, having come to the Father.

On which account we may understand your eminence to perceive
the greatest good to be the manliness of men, not the uncertainty you
prize through prudence. However, we are still mindful that many faith-
fully [accept] the new and in obtaining the union labored most diligently.
And we hope for the majority to sow deeply in this, not abstain drunkenly.
Rather, we offer this to you. The archbishop alone in a certain way will
make publicly known what is commended. But indeed, we accept nothing
at this time to bring about later, supposing that possibly the predictions of
the archbishop follow necessarily favorably at his departure.

Given in Florence, in the year of the Incarnation of the Lord, the thou-
sandth four hundredth thirty-ninth, the fourth Kalends of December, the
ninth year of our pontificate.

For all his efforts in bringing about church union and resolving some dog-
matic questions during the debates at Ferrara and Florence, and perhaps more
so because Isidore was the confidant of and the intermediary to the pope for
JohnVIII, in late 1439, on the 18th of December, the pope rewarded him with
the nomination and elevation to the rank of cardinal. The formal ceremony of
consecration took place at a later date. Also earlier, in mid-August of the same
year, Isidore was nominated apostolic legate for Muscovite Rus’and the neigh-
boring territories in Poland and Lithuania. His mission as metropolitan was to
ensure church union in those Eastern Slavic areas. Clearly, Isidore had achieved
considerable prominence within the papal circle and hereafter the popes were
dependent upon his diplomatic skills, dispatching him to numerous areas in
Eastern Europe and the Balkans to accomplish the union of churches.

3 The return to Muscovy and the aftermath of Florence

A substantial literature was produced soon after the return of Isidore to Mos-
cow. Much of the Slavonic literature is polemical in tone and its content is dis-
approving of his participation in the Council of Ferrara-Florence, of his return
to Moscow, of his pronouncements concerning church union, and even of his
own acts that proved disturbing for the Muscovite Rus’.

Following the concluding events at Florence, Isidore set out to return to
Moscow, taking a circuitous route that brought him to Buda, where he prepared
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a letter for the Muscovite Rus’, Poles, Lithuanians, and Germans. The letter is a
good summary statement of the key dogmatic issues of concern for the Mus-
covite Rus’ that were resolved at Ferrara-Florence, although the Muscovites
subsequently denied that they had been informed of these attainments. The
original Greek text of the letter is lost and we rely upon a Slavonic rendition,
Vat. sl. 12, fols. 536'—537", in the Vatican archives that is assigned the date of the
5th of March 1440.% The text of the letter reads:

Heipopn muaocTiio Biiieo npcRiiHAI AgYIEnen H Beea PYCIH, AEFATOL I OT PEEPA
AMCAKCKATO CEAAAHLIA AMTAUKATO H AHTORKLKATO H HEMELILKATO, KM I BhERMKOMY
XPETOREPHRIME € MPHEABAEHIEME Befphl CEOEA B LHOE CNACHIE BA A

ROZPAASHTECK | ERREECEAHTECK Kel HHE, MKO UPKRR BOCTOMHAR [H RAMAA
HAA], KOAHKOE EPEMM PARAEAEHH ELIWA H EAHHA KO EAIHEH EPARAERHKI, A HHE
HCTHHHRIM COEAH—EHIEMA COEAHHIWIACK KO HRHAMAALCTREHHEHIUEE KO [ROE
COEAHHIE H Eh MHPR | BA EAH|HAMECTRO APEELHEE, KEQ KLMKOTO PAAEAEHIA.
BeH B XCOHMENHTIH, H KAKA AATHINH, TAKB H TPEKOBE, H TI Hik[€] BhtH
MOAAERATR CTEH [OROPKHEH UPKEH KOCTIMHRTIHOMOAKLTEH, Em[e] (8Th pSck,
H CEQRH, H BAAXH, H IHIH BWCH XPCTIAHETIH JOAH, NPIHMETE TOE m[e] H NPECTOE
EAHHAMECTEO £ KEAHKOI Axommo PAAOCLTIIO H MeTHo. H HAMPEA MAI BACH KA
Ta Hwro ¥t X&, e CA HAME MACTh CTROPIELIIATG, MTOR HIKAKORA pOZAKAEHIA
KR BACK Ch AATKIHER HE KRINO, RAHE K[e] Keh ecTe pash T'a fwero ¥t Xa 1 Ko
HMR EFO KPUIHH. Bhl e, AATRIHCTIH pOAH, Tk BrkXB, HHKE BB TPEMECTEH
E&pE C8Th, HETIHHO BEPSHTE, KER KLMKOTrO pAMAIWAEHIA, (¥T KO BLH Kpu’fﬂm,
KPIIHIE HKE CTO EC H HOMLITHO OT PIMKCKIA UPLKKE, EARE HCTHHHO H PAKHO EC,
ko w[€] H TOE UPKEH KpuiHie. H AAAE BRI MERH BACH HHKAKOKT AOE pAZMAI.
WAEHIE HE ERIAO O TEY AAEY, HO KAKB AATHIHH, TAKE H MPER PEMEHHIH MPEKOKE
K7 EAHHEH UPKEH CMOTPEHIE HMEAH, E[e] EO EAHHMIM EAHHA 0. H Koraa rpesn
BB REMbAH (8Th AMTRIHRCTEH, HAH FA® EC BB HXE REMAH AATRIHNKCKAA UJKEH,
MTORKI ECTE BRCH KB E/RECTHEH CASTRRE R AEPhRHOREHIEME MPHEEFAAH H T AA
¥t XcRA CMOTPIAH H COKPSWIEHIEM CHALIA METh BORAARAAH, MKO &[E] I Ko CEOHY
UPKBAY MHHRAT. |

Ha nokaaHia npHYOAWMT K& AATRIHCKHM nomom H TEAO Edie or HHYB
MPIEMBAIOT, A AAThINH TAKO iK[€] AABKHH (8Th Bk HY UPKEL HTTH | ERCTREHKHAIA
CASHKERI CASWIATH H €A TEMAOK EEPOK MOKAAHMTHER TOMY iK[E] 1T XegY Ty,
nowe w[e] HETIHHO §T XtRo TEAO, TAKR KE CIfIHO OT FPEYECKArO MOMA KA KHE.
AOM XAEEE, KAKE | OT AATHIHCKATO MOMA CIHO B MPECHOM xnEEe. H Toro paan
OEOE AOCTOHHO EC APBIRATH MPrECHOMHOE H KIEAOE. 4 AAThINH TAKO &[e] npryopmT
KO TPEYECKHM MOMOME HA MOKAAHIE H NpHYACTIE Bl oT HHYB MPIEMAIOT, MOHE
#[e] OROE TO EAIHO ef. TAKO EO KWCEAEHKLKIH REOPH KOHUIMAR KR MERAEHHOMA
NOCHAHIH K CTHEH EOAKLIEH UPKEH CAYIRIERILE KO FPAAE (DPOAEHRTIH NOA AETHI
KOMAOLIEHIA Tl 1439—r0 AfTa, MEUA OAIA BB 6 AH.

Isidore, by the grace of God consecrated archbishop of Kiev and of all
Rus’, the legate and from the apostolic seat of Latvia, Lithuania, and Ger-
many, to all and to each believer in Christ, with an augmentation of their
faith, everlasting salvation in the Lord.
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Now all exalt and rejoice, as the Oriental [and the Occidental]
Churchles] that were divided for some time and hostile to one another,
but now are brought back to a true union, the most original in their uni-
fication, in peace and the most ancient harmony without any division.
All peoples who bear upon themselves Christ’s name, and thus the Latins
and as well the Greeks, all of them indulged in the holy church council
of Constantinople, who are Rus’, Serbs, and Vlachs [Wallachians|, and all
of the other Christian nations, received this most sacred union with great
spiritual joy and reverence. And I now beseech you in the Lord our Jesus
Christ, who made grace for us in order that there would be no division
among us with the Latins because all are servants of our Lord Jesus Christ
and are baptized in His name.You, the Latin nations truly believe without
any reflection those who are of the Greek faith, for all are baptized. With
due attention of the Roman church, the baptized are holy and true, and
alike all are baptized in the church. And further among you there should
be no consideration of ill will concerning these aftairs, but as the Latins,
and so as previously stated the Greeks had looked to one church, for one
is unity. And when the Greeks are in Latin lands, or when in their lands
there are Latin churches, in order that all hasten to the divine liturgy with
temerity and they view the body of Jesus Christ with humility and honor
and render the heart as they performed in their churches.

For the sacrament of penance they will go to the Latin priests and will
receive the Body of God from them, and the Latins in the same way are
bound to go to their [Greek| churches and go to the divine liturgy, and
with fervent faith worship this the Body of Jesus Christ, for truly it is the
Body of Jesus Christ, as it is consecrated by a Greek priest in leavened
bread, so also it is consecrated by a Latin priest in pressed bread. And it is
necessary to retain both the flat [pressed] and the leavened. And the Latins
should also come to the Greek priest for the sacrament of penance and
receive Holy Communion from them, for both of these are one. For the
Council of [Ferrara-]Florence concluded thus in a public session, a divine
liturgy in a great church in the city of Florence in the year of the incarna-
tion of the Lord 1439, in the month of July on the sixth day.

Of the numerous ecclesiastical issues addressed by the Council of Ferrara-
Florence, Isidore considered in this communication only three, the sacraments
of Baptism, Penance, and Holy Communion. While he had given assurances to
the grand prince of Moscow that he would not introduce into Muscovy any of
the Latin theological positions, he did not uphold his pledge. Now that he was
a cardinal in the Roman Church, he felt obligated to preach their teachings,
contrary to the ultra-Orthodox traditions of the Muscovites. Also, Isidore was
a representative of both the Eastern and Western churches and may have felt a
need to breach the divide between them, but at a modest level in addressing
only three sacramental issues and apparently more so to the Latins than to the
Greeks or Rus’. Concerning the Sacrament of Baptism, a divide persists to the
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present between the Roman Catholics and the Orthodox. Since medieval times,
the Byzantine churchmen have maintained that the Latin practice of adminis-
tering the Sacrament of Baptism was invalid, because the Romans had initially
performed a single immersion unlike the Byzantines who performed three, and
then later the Romans modified their practice to simply infusion, having aban-
doned immersion.® Although subsequent to the reception of this communi-
cation the Muscovite lay and ecclesiastical authorities assumed the posture of
being unaware of the achievements at Ferrara-Florence, certainly this communi-
cation should have piqued their interest. But in denial, they seem to believe that
their churchmen had not attended the sessions of the council, when in fact they
had and the Muscovite authorities were well aware of what had transpired. Thus
the Muscovite annals and other literary sources should be used with caution.

In the meantime, while en route to Moscow, to placate the Orthodox Chris-
tians of Poland and Rus’ who harbored suspicions concerning his ministry,
Isidore composed another letter, dated the 27th of July 1440. It is addressed to
the elders of Chelm’ (Cholm’, Kholm’), among others, and reads:*’

BaarocnogenHe HeHAOpA, MHTPOMOAHTA KHERLKArO H Beel PYCH, AEFATOLA H OT
PEEPA AMOCTOAKEKATO £k AAAHIYIA AMTEKOTO H AHTOBALKOTO H HEMELIKOTO, E XOAM®A
o Gk mn ATk CHOMA HALIOTO CMHPEHHI, CTAPOLTAM YOAMALKHM H KOEEOAAM
H KTO KOAH HH EC, TAK iKE H RAKAHHKOM H KLHMA MPAKOCAABHKIM.

TTHWEM RALIEH MACTH, HIK EHA HAM MEAOM MONn RABHAA OT cToro Gnaca oT
CTOANA, A CKARKIBAET, MTO HE AEH OEHAR YKIHHTCIA EMY BEAMH MHOTO; AA H LAA
AEH LEPKOBHAIH ¥ HEFO OBHPAIOT, A MWIMA TO OHA ¥ TOE LEPKEH AKIEETh H Hora
MOAHT, O KLEMB XPECTHMHCTEE. H BAArOCAOKRI BAWY MAL, MTOERI ECTE O TOMA
OHEKAHE MrEAH, KAKO Ehl UEPKOE KOKAI H TOTH NONA HHKHM ELIAH HE OEHAHKI,
H CAAOR Ehl LEPKOBHRKIY Y HETO HE OBHPAAH, H HH MEFO LEPKOEHOTO HE EPAAH, RAHA
RE AEH H CTAPKIHKI TOE KA LIEPKEH H MOMOM EE; || HH OT KOrO OEHA HE MKIHHAO R\,
H ITOEAI H HRIHE EALULIMA OMEKAHKEM®A TA EOFOMOAR CTOMAA € MOKOEM®A, A TOTH
Ekl MONA OTH HEE NPOMA K HHOH LIEPKEH HE WOA, &hIA Bkl TY¥TO H MoAHAR Bora
HHKHM HE OEHiKEHh, RAH RE KTO OEHAHT UEpKOER Komw, ToTh ramomy Bowmio
RAKOHY MPOTHEAMETREH.

¢ HaM CEIPRIMB MPABOLAABHEIMA XPECTHRHOM ARYXOM H p¥cH, AOCTOHT HEMOA.
HIATH oA LUEPKRH H HY CIfIEHAHHKOR, & HE OBHAETH, ECMO KO HAIHE, AaA Borm,
OAH—HA EPATA XPECTHRAHE, AATHIHH H p¥Ch; HTOrO PAAH MPRIHMETE OT BLEAEPIRHTEAR
Eora EATAAT H MHAOLT, A OT HAWIOT CMHPEHKI EATCAOKEHE H MOAHTEY.

d nHcan AHET B XoAME MCUA HOAHA BB 27 Afik, BR AET 6948, HHAHKTA BB 2.

The blessed Isidore, metropolitan of Kiev and of all Rus’, legate to the
apostolic Lateran seats of Latvia, Lithuania, and Germany [not the Holy
Roman Empire, but the area maintained by the Teutonic Knights], in
Chelm’, in the Holy Spirit, in the humility of our Son, to the elders and
the voevodas [military leaders?]®® of Chelm’, and whoever there is, so also
to the administrators and all Orthodox.

We write to your graces, that for us Babylas, who was the leading priest
for the saintly Salvatoros of Stolpa, states that an affront to him made him
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very much [resilient], so that he would reap for himself in the divine garden
and that he would reside there in that church and pray to God for all of
Christendom. And I bless your graces that you will be uplifting for their
teaching, for it is the church of God and this priest is not contumelious
to anyone and he will not reap in the garden of their [Orthodox]| church
and will not bring in anything of their [Roman| church, because these
[teachings] were made by the ancient church and its priests, | | nor will
he himself make an affront to anyone. And so that your teachings will now
continue to be prayed in peace, this priest will be apart from it and will not
enter other churches. Thus he will reside there and pray to God that no
one will be offended, because whoever gives offense to the church of God,
that one himself will be in opposition to God’s law.

And for us it is necessary that the Orthodox Christians in Liakhia
[Poland] and Rus’ fulfill God’s church and their priests, and do not offend,
for they are now one, one Christian brotherhood of Latins and Rus’, that is
favored by God.And for the sake of this you will receive from the Almighty
God indulgences and graces, and from our humility blessings and prayers.

The leaf was written in Cholm’ on the 27th in the month of July 1440,
the second indiction.

Isidore, attired in a red hat symbolizing his office of cardinal and following
a Latin Cross in procession, arrived at the main gate of the city of Moscow on
the 19th of March 1441. He performed the customary religious service prior
to entering the town.* The Second Sofia Annal™ then relates in substantial detail
the events that transpired on that and subsequent days. If Isidore had sought
to placate the Muscovite Rus’, his initial and subsequent actions demonstrate
otherwise. To compound matters, he had brought back in chains the esteemed
Rus’ churchman, Simeon of Suzdal. A full explanation of Isidore’s reasoning for
this action is not clearly evident, although the cardinal had learned in the mean-
time that Simeon was disseminating anti-unionist propaganda in Novgorod.
However, Simeon in his account, Heipgoposa coropa 1 yomenie ero (The Council
of Isidore and His Journey),”" rather discreetly does not furnish an explanation
why he had to be brought back in chains. There then followed the celebration
of a liturgy in the Uspensky (Annunciation) Cathedral,” during which Isidore
invoked the name of the pope in the appropriate prayers. The grand prince
and the Rus’ clergy were insulted by what they deemed to be the cardinal’s
brazen actions. The grand prince refused to receive benediction from Isidore.
The liturgy was concluded with a reading of the Decree of Union. Shortly there-
after, Isidore was deposed as metropolitan and three days after his arrival he was
placed under arrest and confined to the Chudov Monastery. In the meantime,
the grand prince directed that the cardinal/metropolitan be judged by a synod
composed of the leading archbishops and bishops in Muscovite Rus’. The main
charge against Isidore was that he preached a Boakoyhiaro epeck (wolf-like her-
esy),”” whose teachings were in opposition to the true Orthodoxy of the Mus-
covite Rus’. He was questioned by members of the Muscovite Synod, without
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any admissions on his part of heretical actions. Awaiting trial and under the
threat of being burned at the stake or buried alive, Isidore escaped in Septem-
ber 1441 from the monastery. He must have had the assistance of others, per-
haps even with the connivance of Muscovite authorities and the grand prince
himself who were eager to be rid of him. On this point, the Muscovite annals
allude to this possibility, but the matter is never fully clarified.”* But what is
clear in the Second Sofia Annal is that Isidore was accompanied by his loyal
companion Gregory, with whom he proceeded to Rome and permanent exile
from Muscovite Rus’.”® Further, Gregory is identified as the “Black,” hence the
“Bulgarian Gregory,” or “Black” could signify his monastic order.

Soon thereafter, Iona, the bishop of Riazan, most probably acting as the
metropolitan designee following the deposition of Isidore, convened the Mus-
covite Synod to address the crucial issues for the Muscovite Rus’. The Synod
composed a letter from the grand prince to the Byzantine emperor, expound-
ing upon their theological views and explaining the deposition of Isidore. The
text of the letter reads:"

AepRABHEHWIH H EOrOBEHYAHHEHILIH ERICOMAHIIH UApio ['pevMeckin! BpaTh (B -
TATO TH UAPLTRA EEAHKIH KHIARk (M OCKOKCKIH H Brem PSCIH AOCTOHHOE MOCKIAAK
CERTOMY TH UAPCTEY. B Mbl Y60 HREECTHO OTH EORECTEEHArO [IHLAHIA, BKO
npere BOIKIE OBEAATO AATIIO H MHOTKIMH EFO HE HRPEMEHHKIMH LIEAPOTAMH, HCTHHHOE
EAATOMECTIE, ERe BR [ocmopa Hawero fc¥ca Xpuera BR TpoHUH cAABHMATO
HETHHHAR MPABOCAABHAA XPHETIAHCKAR EEpA HEMOPOUHAR, MPORORCIA H EORPALTE
Eh UAPLCTESIOWIEMA MPEHMEHHTOMA MPAATE, KA OTEMRCTEIH CKITATO TH UAPLTERA,
OTA EAATOMECTHRAIO CRMTAMO CAMOAEPLLUA BLEM BLEAEHHKIM BEAHKATO KHRARM
RoucrnThia. [To MHOTHYA KE NAKKI EPEMEHEYR H AETEYR NPAPOAHTEAK HALIE,
CEITHIH H PARHLIH AMOCTONOM®, MKO KE ECTh HAMA AOCTOHHO CHUE FAATOAATH
O HEM®A, KEAHKIH KHIARk BAAAHMEPR KHEERCKRIH H Breia PSCH, ELIE BA NOTAHKCTEE
ChIH, OCIMHIEME iKE MPECRRTArO H HKHEOHAMAAHATO (SYA, HAMATE MOCKIAATH
KO EKCI CTPAHKI H AAAHKMA TPAAOERI H MECTA HEKATH H HECMLITOBATH:
KA ECTh EEpA EAATA H EOTOMPIMTHA? MOCKIAAHIE RE O TOMA H HRILICKAHIE
HAMHOR®E, A0 PHMA ¥EO H AO HHEYB MHOTKIXR MECTR, ERE BHAETH AATRINCKY
IOBEPY, HETOKMO iKE CE, HO H Boromeparkaro dloameda noseadt gHAETH Bfpy
H CAYIKEHIE: H CHYB HEMBITABR, H BHA® ECK MKO HE C¥TA AOEPA, HHKE EOTO.
MPIATHA, HO MAME EOTOHEHARHAHMA, (ATKIHCTRY YEO HHKAKOIKE BHIATH, OKAAHH.
aro e H EOromep3ckaro (Moameda JAOMECTHESIO EPECk BLMMECKKI MOMAEKAER
OTEphikE. [TorAE AH iKE MOLAA BB LAPCTENIOYIH rpaps BHARTH [pevbck¥io Bkpy;
OHH iKE MOCAAHIH Er0 BHAKIWA HCTHHHYIO H MPABOLAARHSIO EEPY YPHLTIAHKCKYIO
['pedbckSio KO (BEY HA CEETHAHHUE MHOrOLEETAE (RETIALIY, H MOBHEAALIA
EMY. OHR KE £1a ¥EO CAKILIABA CAAALE H €O BHHMAHIEMA, MHOKAE CTPE ARl ¥MY-
BEH ERICTh EOrOPAR¥MIEME, H BRRPAAOEAC ASYOMB H BBRIBRECEAHCH CEPA.
UEMA H KCE WCOKECTIO, H EEINPECTAHHWIMA PAMEHIEMA EKREAERR, AKIE
NMPHCTSMAETA KA EAHH EOIRECTREHATO KPELIEHIA H OMHIJAETCIA MPERHIATO JAOMECTIA
EOAOK H ASYOM®A, CAKPSWAETA KE H OTEMLCKRINM HAOAKI, JAMOKE AAETH iKE H BA
ECEMA [ROEMA OTEMLCTEIH, BO MHOTOMEAOREMHEH FY¥cTdH JeEmMAH, pd Bek
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BRYNE CRITOE KPEWIEHIE EACMPIHMYTA, MAAIH KE H KEAHUIH, EOTATIH H ¥EORIH,
BCMKB YHHA H BRRPACTH, OTH EEAMOKE H AO NMPOLTHIXA, OTH CTAPELL H AO
ceSWIHYR; ERE EICTh BOMKIE OBAArOAATII, BRCKOPHE ECH SEO KPECTHIUACW, H
XPHCTOELIMA HMEHOEAHIEMA HAREAHH ELIWIA H EAATOMECTIE REAO MPOUBETE,
TMA iKE HEREPCTEIA, KLEKOHEMHO OTrHACK. BRHMAETH iKe CeEE OHR REAHKIH
HOBLIH KOHCTMHTHHR, A PEKY EAATOMECTHERIH UApL PY¥cKhIa JEMAM BAAAHMEH,
HA CEOE OTEMRLTEO, HA HOBOMPOLEEIUEHHOE MPABOLAABHOE XPHETIAHKLTEO, OTH
CEMTRIA EEAHKIA CAEOPHAIA H ATOACTOAKCKAIA LEPKEE LAPETESOLIATO rpapa [Tpem_
SaporTa BomIa, H OTA UAPKETENIOATO B TOMAALIHEE EJEMI CEIMTAMO LAPK, H
OTH NPABRALHATO Boiio LEPKOBR CEMTEHIIATO MATPIAPXA H EORECTREHATO EWRE O
HEMB CERPEHHATO CREOPA, HA PSCKY¥I0 RJEMAIO MHTPOMOAHTA; MO HEMBK iKE
SKPENAMEMH H CAEQRHMH EAATOMECTIEMA ChIHOKE EFO H BHSLLI EMO H MPARHSLLI
ErO MO POAY TAKOIKE TROPIYY, OTA EFEMEHE AO EPEMEHE EJEMAIOLIE MHTAOMOAH—
TOER HA CROE OTEMLETEO, HA PYChKSIO REMAI, OTH LAPKETENIOLIATO Mpapa,
oBorpa T'gea, HHOTAA iKE OTH CEOEA REMAM MOLTABAKMEMAIO CEMTEHIHMA
BLEAEHCKRIMA MATPIAPXOMB HALErO PYCHHA, A HE OTH PHMA, HH OTH MAMKI, HH
OTh AAThIHA. CE KE KLE TAKO ERIETh H AO KPEMEHE MOCMOALCTEA MPHCHOMAMIT
HATO FOCMOAHHA MOEFO H OTLIA MOENO, KEAHKATO KHIARM BacHAIA d MHTpEEEHYA, H
AO MPEREHOMHELIATO MPHEHOMAMMTHEO OTLA HALUENO, MPEOCRRLIEHHArO (oTia
muTgonoAnTa KieBhekaro v Ecea PY¥cH; H EAAropaTIo Bomier ZEmam HawA H Sy
HYB OKPECTR HACH EPATIH HAWIEH BEAHKHYR KHRAREH AEPRABLI, H MOMECTHYA
KHIAQEH H HAMAAHHKORR EAHKO KTO MOAR LORO KHMEETH, KCH [8Th BA EAATO.
MECTIH H BB MPABOLAABHEH Bk prf HRHESYIE XPHCTIAHCTEH, H BB CRATSIO IRHEOHA
HAASK EAHHOCSLINYIO H HEPARAEAHMEK TpoHul EkpSioye Bo OTuA H CSHA H
cBRTAro A¥YA: OTA MPEAAHIA H RAMOBEAAHIA OHOTO CRIMTArO KEAHKATO MpA.
POAHTEAR HALIEFO H AO CEFO HACTORMUIATO EPEMEHE, BR HEMAKE H Mkl HhIHE
BomIE WEAArOAATIIO RHTEACTRSEMB AOHEAE KE KOra EAArOROAHTA. HMEME
HLIHE METRIPECTA H MIATAECATA AETA H NIATh AETH, KOroma HACTABAMEMH,
EAATOMECTIE HMSWE. T1o MPECTABAEHIH iKE CEFO MPEREMOMHEIIATO OTUA HALUErO,
NPEREPEMEHHATO MPHCHOMAMATHATO MPEOCEMIHEHHATO MHTPONOAHTA PoTEm, 34
HYKY HAYOMREHIA EEREOMHBIYE ArApmMHA H MERSYCOBHRIXE PAAH EPAHEH H
XPHCTIAHCKATO PAAH SCTPOEHIA H AYYOBHBIM MOARKI, MOHYAHXOMB HTH Kh
HAMZ OTUA HAWErO foHkl enHckona PrgaHkckaro, m¥ia cSia ASYOBHA, Kh
AOEPOAEAHOME HHTIH OTA MAAAEHETEA MHOTA AETA MOKHELIA; MOLAAXOMHA KE
Ch HHMA H MOLAA HALUENO, ECTHEHWArO EOWMPHHA HAWEro BacHAIA, &
MPOWEHIEME KO [EMTOMY EAWEMY LAPCTRY, H CRMTEHWEMY NATPIAPXY H KB
EO/RECTEEHOMY CERMLIEHHOMY CREOPY LA PAMOTAMH HAWHMH, H CAOKOM®A ECMIA
Kh EAMA HAKARAAH, AAERI HAMA TOTO EMHCKONA YOHY MOCTABHAH HA MHTPOMOAIL.
He & Mut we SEO 34 KOE AETO HALLENO ECTI MPOLWEHIA HE MPIAAH, HH FPAMOTAMA
HALIEM®A, HH MOCAY HAWEMY, HH HAWIHMA MOLAAHKIMA Ch HHMK CAORECEMA HE
EHIACTE, TOMO ECTI HAM®E FOHY EMHCKOMA HA MHTPOMOAI HE MOLTABHAH; H TOMY
ECMBI HE BMAAE MOAHBHAHER, TO PAAH CIE KR HAMA TAKOKO ELICTh, H KR pAR-
MBIWAEHIH ERIXOMB, HAH 34 MOMEAAEHIE HALIENO KB BAMA MOCAAHIA, HAH CEOE
BRICOMAHLUEE MOCTABHELIE TAKO CATEOPHLTE: O KOMA KA EAMB HH MOLAAXOM®A,
HH § BACA KOT'O MPOLHYOMB, HH TPEROEAXOMB, TOrO ECTI KB HAME MOLAAAH, A
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peky cero Henpopa. H Bory BEpAomo, Aljle HE BRIXOM®B TOTO HAIEFO HIHAMAAH.
Aro MPAEOLAABHATO XPHLTIAHETEO CAEAKAAAH H CTPAXA BomIa AlIE HE ERIYOM®B
BB CEPALH HMKAH, TO HHKAKOWRE HE XOTEYXOMA EFO MPIATH OTHHHSAR; HO A
BALIEFO MOCAA MOAEHIE H YA CEMTEHIIATO MATPIAPXA EAAFOLAOREHIE, A R4 OHOrO
CRKPYWEHIE H MHOTOE TOKOPEHIE H MEAOEHTIE, EABA EARA MPIAYOM® EFO. Gran ie
NOHYAH HACH MOKOPEHIE EFO MHOTOE H MEAORHTIE, MPIAXOM®B EFO MKO OTUA H
YYHTEAR, €A MHOTO IOMECTI IOH EAATHMEB SCEPAIEMA, MO MPERHEMY, MKOMKE H
OHEYB NPEAHHYE CEMTEHIIHYXA MHTPOMOAHTORR HAWHYA PYCKRIYR; MHRALIE,
MKO AA H CEH EAHHB OTA HHYA ECTh, HE B ASWIE, ERE HAMPEAH YOIHETR OTH HEFO
KOE AENO ERITH. 4 HAAKEMER, TOE BLE MOBE AMAB BAMA LEPRLKIH MOLOAR, MKOIKE
MPIHAE KB HAMB NPEAHPEMEHKIH CEH CHAOPA H OTH MEPEATO AHE HAMATH TIHATHER
KB CAEOPHOMY MSTEWECTEI H KOAHKO ERRJEPAHRYOME EMY, OHB iRE HAMATH
HREEThI CHUEELI TEOPHTH, MAATOAR: MKO HEMOLIHO MH ECTh AA HE MOHAY; ALHE
EO HE MOHAY, HMAMB OTH (EMTEHIIATO MATPIAPYA BMECTO EAAFOLAOREHIA
KARTRY MPIATH, MOHEKE YEO MPEMRHIH AR ECMb XOAATAH ERIBAEMOMY CREOPY H
HYIKY HMAM® ECRMECKH MOHTH, MKO H p¥KOMHLAHIE CROE AMXA HA CEEE, EZRE MOHAY.
H ko HE BRIMOroYoMn SEELIATH Er0 H OTH NETHArO WECTRIA EARJEPAHHTH, H
MHOTO MAKKI FAATOAAXOMB EMY O CHYA: ALJE iKE ¥EO MOHAEWH H MAKKI ALjE
HMALIH EARYEPATHTHER KA HAMB, TO MPHHECH BB HAMB APEEHEE HALUE EAAT OMECTIE
H NPABOLAABHY IOBEQY, ERE MPIAXOMA OTH NMPAPOAHTEAH HAWENO BAAAHMEPA,
ERE AEPRHTH EEAHKAA [AEOPHAA AMOCTOARCKAR LEPKOER [PEMLLKAA; A HHO
CTPAHHO H HOEO H MIO/RE OTH TOA [OROPHKIM LEPKEE HE MPHHOLIAH HAMP, HOHERE
ALUE H TPHHECEMH MTO HOKO, TO HEMPIATHO E¥AETH HAMK TO. OHB iKE [A KARMTEO
I0OOBEIPALIA, KO HE MPHHECTH EMY HOBA H CTPAHHA HHMTOIRE; HLIHE WKE NPIHAE KB
HAME, MHOFO CTPAHHA H MY¥IKAA MPHHECE R HALUE MPABOCAABHOE XPHLTIAHKLTEO,
MPERT EORECTREHAR H CERLIEHHAR MPABHAA CRRTHIXE ANOCTOAR H EOTOHOLHKIYA
OTEUR H MPERB EORECTEEHOE YAKOHOMOAOIKEHIE, ERE MPEAAHO CEMTHIMH fdnoc.
TOABl H EOTOHOLHWIMH OTUkl CEMTEH CREOPHEH AMOCLTOARCTEH LEPKEH
['pevbcTdH, BLEMY NPABOLAABHOMY XPHETIAHKETRY, Eme Nocakime Bomie oBAAro.
AATIIO, MKOMRE H MPERE MHEAXOMB, HACK CRETH BOrOpAREMIA OCIM H KPELIEHIE KT
MOKAAHI 19RO OCTABAEHIE FPr&kYORA MPOLEETH HACK, H XPHETIAHCKOE HMI HA HACR
ecTh. [IpHHECE iKE KB HAMB OTH PHMIKATO MAHKI HHEAHIE, BB HEMA iKE O CER-
Tomn A8ck  ARE  Havant  daTeiHa YTEEpAHWA KA (KOEH HYA  LEPKEH
HCMOE® AOBKATH; H ONPrECHOMHAW MYAPCTEXIOWE, MKO HCTHHHO ECTh, PEKOLLIA
HHWSIE, BB REJKEACHEMA H KBACHEMB YAEEE TEAY XPHCTORY COTEOPMTHEM
AOCTOHTR; EWIE iKE H O YCOMWHYA MHIWA FAATOAETR, ERE HAMB ¥EO HEAOYMEHHO
MEARETCI CIE: MHWETR EO BA MOCAAHIH CEOEM® CHUE MAMA: HIKE BO HCTHHHEH,
pEvE, BEpd HENOBEAAHH BOMIHMA tMOTPEHIEMA KOHELL MPIAIIA H MOKAAHIA
MAOAKI HE AOCME WA NPHHECTH O COMPpEWEHIHYA CEOHYE, O HHYRKE HMA ASYORHIH
OTULI RAMOBEAAIIA, H TAKORIH OUHUYIEHIEWR MSKE OMHCTATLA MO CMEPTH, H
npovam. Camn e Y50 HrHAOPA KO KOHYR EMY KOMAA FPAMOTAYA, HAKIRE
MOCKINAK MHEALUE, HAPHLAA CEKE AETATOLA OTH PEEPA AMOLTOAKELKA & AAAHLIA
dAnThekaro H AHTOERtkaro H HEmeukaro, H RAMEMATAEMIUE AHCAHIA CEOR
REAEHLIMH RAMEMATAEHMH, H MPEAR COROK MOREAEEALIE PACMTIE AATHIHCKH
HREAMHHO HOLHTH, OE® HORE EAHHEMA FBOJAEME MPHFEORAEHE, MO BLEMY
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AATKIHEKIE OBKIMAR BACIPIHMEA AERRALUE; EUIE FRE H KR ABE LUEPKEH, HALIIA iKE
SEO MPAKOCAARHKIN H AATHINCKIA, EiRE BR (MTKCKOH REMAH H BA AHTORKCKOH H
En HEMEUKOH, OTA NMANBI EAATOCAOBEHIE MPIMTH, PEME, SMHTEAEMB H HAL.
TOMTEAEMA CERE HARLIEALUIE, YAOMECTHHE AROEREHCTESH; ELIE /KE H MOMMHOBEHIE
MAMHHA HMEHE BA CEMTEH HALWEH CREOPHEH H BEAHUEH UEPKBH EB CANMREHIH
CKOEMA CATREOPH; KA [EMY iKE MOAAA H TOPAROTH HALA TOAR OTAYMEHHSI0, MHO.
FhIXB PAAH EPECEH, CRMTRIMH H EOFOHOCHKIMH OTUR PHMCKSI0 UEPKORR H PHM.
CKAFO MAHVERE AOEPE BECTH CEMTEHIEE BALWE BAAAKIMBETEO, MKO [MPEKE
MHOTLIXE AETH HE HWEETR COROKSMAEHIA H MPIOEIEHIA PHMEKAN LEPKEH H PHM_
CKIH MANA H MPOMEE BLE ERE MOAR HHMA (IATRINETEO A METHIPMH CERMTEHWHMH
NATPIAPXH; HAAO ELEMH iKE CHMH CATEOPH EFO BLEMY HALLEMY MPABOLAABHOMY
XPHETIAHETEY OTUA H SMHTEARM, H BCEMB LUEPKEAMB FAARY, MACTH H PAAHTH H
MEYIHEA Bk MH LIEPKEAMH, H HA BEEYR KOHUEYR BCEAEHHKI HWETH EFO NEPEATO,
HEHCTHHHE H HEMPAREAH®E HARBIBAIOLYIE EFO BA MHCAHIH OHOMB HAMELTHHKA
EAAREHHOMY H BEpXOBHOMY anocToAy TleTpy. He TOKMO e A0 CEro CATEOpH,
HO H HHA MHOTAM CTPAHHA H MIOKA OTH MPABOLAABHKIA XPHETIAHCKIA Eiphl EHECE
B HALUE MPABOLAARIE, HYAIMRE H HE NHEAXOM®B JAK. bl e SEO £1a CABILAKLIE H
BHAEELIE, MOABHIOYOMEI MPEIRE, MOTOM® KE HAAEKI BARAOKHBILE HA HEHRPE-
MEHHKIA CYABRI BOm®IA H EAArOAAPHBIIE MEAOBEKOAIKIE Er0, C[OREAXOMA
EOTOAIOBHELIA EMHEKOMKI OTEMBETEA HALUENO, EAHLLI OBPETOWALK BA TOE EPEMI
EAHRA HACh, PorToktkaro €dpema, CS3aaAnctkaro dgpamia, PRIAHCKATO
tony, Boaomenckaro BRapaama, Capanckaro toga, [Mepmuckaro Tepacuma,
TAKOKRE H APXHMAHAPHTORR H HISMEHORA H MPOMHYA CEMLIEHHOHNOKOER H
HHOKOER QEMAR HALIEA HEMAAO, H MOBEAKYOME HMB BBRIPETH BA TAA
EORECTREHAA H CRRALJEHAA MPABHAA CRRATHIYE ANOCTOAR H EOrOHOLHKIXA OTELR,
ERE MPIRYOMB OTH CRMTKIA BEAHKIA CEOPHKIA AMOLTOAKCKBIA Kowmia ugpkke
[pedBcKIA, BALIErO HETHHHATO MPABOLAARIA, H TOE MPHHECEHHOE EFO OTHA MAMKI
MOCAAHIE HOBEAZRXOMEB MPOMHTATH HAMHOR®E; H MBHCIM ErEMA  HAWHM®A
EOFOAIOEHELIME EMHEKONOM® [SChckHM®B, H MECTHEHWHME APXHMAHAPHTOME H
MPEHOAOEHKIMA HI'SMEHOM®A, H MPOMHMHA CERMUIEHHOHHOKOMA H HHOKOM®A, H
BCEMY HALUEMY MPABEOLAARHOMY XPHLTIAHCTRY, MKO MIOKE ECTh H CTPAHHO OTH
EO/RECTREHLIXA H CRMIUEHHKIXA MPABHAR HCHAOPORO KLE AKAO H MPHYOMEHIE.
H Toro papH mocAAXomn K CERMTOMY UAPK, H KB CRATEHIEMY TH BAAAKIM.
CTEY, H KO BLEMY EORECTEEHOMY H CEMLIEHHOMY CAEOPY MOLAOKR HALIHYA; A Ch
HHMH NOLAAYOM® H TOE MHEAHIE NANHHO MHEAHO MOAATAINGE H Mo BAleH ['pebckoH
rpamoTE, eme NPHHECE KB HAMB HeHpopa R4 mannuow nevatio. H nporHma
CEMTEHWEE TH EAAALMBCTEO, AA (A CEMTRIMB LAPEMB H [0 EBLEMA
EOIRECTREHLIM®A H OCBMUIEHHRMIMA CAEOPOMA BAIPERWE BR CRMTAA EALIA H
EOIRECTREHAA MPABHAA ['PEMBLKAA H EO OHO MAMHHO MOLAAHHE, H PARCYAHELLE, H R4
HYIKIO AAAEMHATO H HEMPOXOAHArO MSTIOWECTEIA, H RA HAXOMEHIE HA HALLE
XPHETIAHCTEO EEREOMHKIXA ArApMHE H R4 HESCTPOEHIE H MRTERH ERE Bh
OKPECTHRIXA HACA CTPAHAYXE H FOCMOAAPEH YMHOIKEHIA, CROEOAHO HAM®
CATEOPHTE KR HALIEH REMAH MOCTAKAEHIE MHTPOMOAHTA; ELHE iKE H A C1I0 HEKIO,
MKO H ASYOBHAM AKAA BER KAKRAOMY MPAEOLAABHOMY YPHLTIAHHHY, H HALIA
CAKPOREHHAA, A FOCMOALKAA MOTPEEHAA CAORECK H AEAA HEHHO HAMB AEAATH Ch
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MHTPONOAHTOM®, TOAKORAHHO MAAAKIMH MEAOBEKKI, OTH HHYBKE AENO ECTA
MTO TAHTH, H TIH NPERE HHEYA YEEAATA. H TOro papt npotHma, nocAdTe Ka
HAMB MECTHEHIIEE BALIE MHEAHIE, KO AA Momoulio BoiRieEw H BAATOAATIIO EM.
Taro A¥xa, H cnocmEWEHIEME CEMTATO TH UAPCTEA, H EAATOCAOKEHIEM™
CERTEHIWATO MATPIAPYA, H EARE O HEMA EORECTEEHATO H CRRIIEHHATO CREOPA, HO
CERMTRIMA MPABHAOME, CAEPAKIIE BA OTEMLCTEIH HAWEME KB PRICTEH JEMAH
EOMOAIOEHELIH EMHCKOMI OTEMKCTEA HALUEFO, MO EAATOAATH CBRTArO (¥ya
HREPABLLE KOrO YEAOBEKA AOEPA, MYiKA AYYOEHA, EEPOK MPAROLAABHA, AA MOL.
TPABHTE HAMEBE MHTPOMOAHTA HA PSrh; MOHERE H MPERE CEMO YA HYKY MOCTAE-
AEHIE BB PSCH MHTPOMOAHTA ERIBAAO. 4 Mbl O BreMB Yoluemn, Kowmiew
EAATOAATIK, HO HRHAYMAAKLTEY HALUIErO MPAKOLAABHATO XPHETIAHETEA, MOCKIAAHIE
H COBONPOILIEHIE H AKEOBR HWETH LA (EIMTRIMA TH UAPLTEOM®, H CRMTEHIWIATO
MATPIAPYA BAATOLAOHIA H MOAHTERI TPEEOBATH H REAATH YOLWEMB, AOHEAE iKE
Bora EAATOHREOAHTE H R[EMAM HAWIA AOKOAE HMETA CTOM H A HHKAKOIRE
PARASYHO OTH BACH HMATh ERITH HALIE MPABOCAABHOE XPHLTIAHETEO AO EfKA.
[TpotHM®B iKE O CEMB CERTOE TH LAPLTEO, AA £O HREEUIEHIEMB O KLEMA H A
MECTHEHWHME  HAWHM®A  MHCAHIEMA  OTNY¥CTHTE CHYXA HAWHYA MOLAOBA
HEHRAEPIRHO, AA HABBIKLIE O YAPAKIH H EAATOMPEERIBAHIH CRRATATO LAPLTEA, BOR-
EECEAHMEI ALIXOBH®E, BCEFAA H HEINE H NPHCHO H BR BEKH BEKOMA, AMHHA.

To the mightiest and the most divinely ordained, the most supreme
emperor of the Greeks! I dispatch to your holiness, to your holy kingdom,
a worthy brother from the kingdom of the grand prince of Muscovy and
of All Rus’.

It is therefore also known from divine scripture how from the beginning
the benevolence of God, His pronounced bounteousness, and veritable
devotion, that the true pure Orthodox Christian faith is extolled in our
Lord Jesus Christ in the Trinity, conveyed and augmented to the preemi-
nent imperial city, to the sacred fatherland, this empire, from the pious
saintly autocrat of all of the universe, the great prince Constantine |[I, the
Great]. Once more over much time and years our forefather, the holy and
the equal of the Apostles, for it is necessary for us to speak of this about
him, the grand prince Vladimir of Kiev and of all Rus’, who then was a
pagan, was enlightened by the most holy and life-creating Spirit, began to
dispatch to all lands and distant towns, to seek places to scrutinize: What
is their faith and theology? It was timely to have emissaries for this, hence
to Rome where they considered the Latin faith and to many other places.
Not only this, but he even commanded to view the faith of the godless
Mohammed and [their] divine service. And having investigated these and
seeing how all were not suitable, not receiving God but rather were god-
less, therefore no one would accept Latinism [and] from the ungodly and
impious Mohammed the irreligious heresy, for in every way they despised
the repudiation. In the end he [Vladimir| dispatched to the imperial city
to observe the Greek faith. They, the envoys, his men, saw the true Greek
Orthodox Christian faith, how the candle shone triumphantly over the
lamps, and they related this to him. He thus willingly and with attention
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listened, and many buttresses were stung by the divine knowledge, rejoiced
through the spirit, and enlivened the heart and all of the conscience. And
desiring through unceasing zealousness to advance quickly to the divine
bath of Baptism and to cleanse past impiety through the water and the
spirit, to shatter the idols of the ancestors, to order this in all of their home-
land, in the numerousness of the Rus’ land, indeed all bathe in holy Bap-
tism, the small and the large, the rich and the poor, all ranks and ages from
the great lords to the simple, and from the elders even to the weaning chil-
dren, so that they would be the divine blessing. The sooner all were bap-
tized and were known by the Christian name, and piety flourished much,
a great multitude of the unfaithful without doubt were driven away. He,
the new Constantine the Great, gathered about himself, but it is said [that]
the most pious tsar of the Rus’ land, Vladimir, [introduced] into his native
land for the newly baptized Orthodox Christianity the divine wisdom of
the holy great councils and the apostolic church of the imperial city, and
from the imperium in the most recent times of the holy tsar and the most
righteous law of God from his holiness the patriarch, and concerning it
that the divine of the holy councils [decreed] a metropolitan for the Rus’
land. For this to strengthen and to sustain his pious sons, grandsons, and
great grandsons, and also the created generations, from time to time they
would receive from the imperial city metropolitans for their fatherland, the
Rus’ land, at times a Greek, and sometimes the universal patriarch would
consecrate from our land our most holy Rusin, but not from Rome, nor
from the pope, nor from a Latin. It was this way to the rule of my ever-
memorable lord and my father, the grand prince Vasilii Dimitrievich, and
to the preceding our ever-memorable father the most reverend Photios,
the metropolitan of Kiev and of All Rus’. And for our blessed divine land,
those who were around us brought authority to our grand prince, and the
princely landed gentry and as much as possible the heads who were under
them all were pious and abided in the Orthodox Christian faith, and in
the holy life-giving consubstantial and indivisible Trinity, believing in the
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. Through the devotion and the pre-
cepts of our holy great forefather, even to the present time, through which
we now are God’s benefactors to the utmost, the dwelling of divine favor.
We now have had the divine teachings, its piety, for 455 years.”’

After the death of our foremost reposing father, of the aforementioned
ever-memorable metropolitan Photios, following whom there arrived the
godless Hagarite, and the inter-disputants on account of quarrels and of
the Christians because of organization and spiritual advantages, we were
urged to go to our father Iona, the bishop of Riazan, a man who was spir-
itual and who for many years from youth was devoted to a virtuous life.
We dispatched with him our most upright boyar Vasilii with a petition to
your holy empire, to the most holy patriarch, and to the most divine Holy
Synod with our credentials and we enjoined with these utterances to you
that you place for us this Bishop Iona on the metropolitan seat. We did not
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at once marvel at this that because of this it was so for us, and we turned
to reflection or after we lingered on a letter to you or that your eminence
performed such an action. About which there was no response to you, nor
among you there was no one to petition for our needs. You had sent him
to us, that is to say Isidore. And indeed to God, if this our immemorial
Orthodox Christianity had not been maintained and if we had not had the
fear of God in our hearts, then we would desire that no one henceforth
would accept him. But we pray for your reply and for the blessing of the
most hallowed patriarch, and for the one forceful surprise, and the many
appeasements and petitions. We simply received him.When he provoked us
with many appeasements and petitions, we had received him as a father and
teacher with much honor and favorable eagerness after the previous as him
a great most blessed metropolitan of our Rus’. Surmising that he was the
sole spokesman from them, he did not know beforehand of some act to be
desired of him. But we anticipated that the emperor’s envoy told all of this
to you about the arrival of this aforementioned Sidor and from the first day
he began to go on a journey to the council and of the many prohibitions to
him. He began to accuse others of doing [this], stating: “Since he was pow-
erless, he would not go. But if I do not go, we have instead from the most
blessed patriarch to acknowledge a sacred oath, as therefore the previous
I will go to the extant council and I have need in every way to go, as you
placed a decree upon yourselves, thus I will go.”” And since we were unable
to exhort him and prohibit a reasonable journey and again we said much to
him concerning this: “But if you go and when you have returned to us, do
then bring back to us our pious Orthodox faith that we accepted from our
forefather Vladimir, that retained the great council of the Greek apostolic
church. But do not bring us an otherwise strange, new, and foreign synodi-
cal church, for if you bring something that is new, it will not be in accord
for us.” He promised with an oath how he would bring nothing new and
strange to him. He now returned to us; he brought many strange and for-
eign [practices and beliefs| to our Orthodox Christianity, to go along with
the divine and consecrated precepts of the holy Apostle and divinely born
Father and to go along with the heavenly law-giving that was delivered to
the holy Apostles and the divinely born Fathers of the Greek holy apostolic
church councils, all Orthodox Christians who hereafter [enjoyed] God’s
benevolence. As we previously wrote, for us the world of the knowledge
of God shone, baptism toward repentance to abandon sins enlightened
us, and the Christian name is upon us. He brought us a letter from the
Roman pope in which concerning the Holy Spirit the Latins atfirmed
two causes to profess in their own church.And philosophizing the azymous
[unleavened bread] that it is veritable, it speaks of the deficiency in making
worthy in unleavened and leavened bread the body of Christ. Yet, con-
cerning the latter nourishment they say how therefore for us this appears
perplexing, for the pope writes of this in his letter” that indeed, he says,
we contemplate the profession of a faith in God admitting the conclusion
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and the fruits of repentance will not ripen to bring over their transgressors,
entrusting spiritual fathers among others of them, and such bitter wined
torments are seized upon after death, and the following. Because Isidore
himself at one time in his very own writings, that he had hastened to dis-
patch the missive, he nominated himself a legate to the Lateran apostolic
seats of Latvia, Lithuania, and Germany, and sealed his letter with a green
signet. He issued a command to carry before himself the object, the Latin
crucifix, holding it impressively. So that to the two churches, therefore
carried into the Orthodox and Latin that were in the Latvian, Lithuanian,
and Germanic lands, he brought the papal blessing. He said that he was
designated teacher and superior for the sacrilegious bigamists. Still, in his
divine service in our sacred cathedral and great church he made mention
of the named pope. He subjected and restrained us to this under [the threat
of] excommunication, because of the many heresies, by means of the holy
and God-bearing Roman paternal church and the Roman pope. Thus he
brought the good news to your most sacred sovereignty, as many years
prior there was neither unity nor association with the Roman church and
the Roman pope, and all other Latins under him with the four most holy
patriarchs. It is necessary for all that he do all of this for our Orthodox
Christian fathers and teachers, and for all church superiors to nourish, to
adorn, and to care for all of the churches, and for all ends of the world to
have him first, the unbelievers and the iniquitous to denominate him in
their writings the glorious superior and the supreme apostle Peter. They
not only strive toward this, but even many other lands and foreigners, [tak-
ing| from our Orthodox Christian faith, add to our Orthodoxy that is not
written here. We therefore heard this, observed, and drew the former to
us. Then an expectation was placed upon an unspoken divine destiny and
thanked His philanthropy. Our fatherly bishops beckoned the love of God.
As much as possible at this time we discovered in our proximity Ephrem
of Rostov, Avram of Suzdal, Iona of Riazan, Barlam of Kolomensk, Iova
of Saray, Gerasim of Perm’, so also the archimandrites, abbots, the faithful
priesthood, and the countless monks of our land. We enjoined them to
return to those divine and sacred precepts of the holy Apostle and the bear-
ers of God that we received from the grand holy divine apostolic councils
of the Greek Church, our true Orthodoxy. And that which he introduced
in the papal letter, we perused the newness for a long time. All appeared
to our God-loving Rus’ bishops, upright archimandrites, reverend abbots,
and other clergy and monks, and all of our Orthodox Christians how all
of Isidore’s activities and arrival were foreign and unfamiliar to our divine
and holy principles.

And for the sake of this, we dispatch our envoys to the devout emperor
and to you the most pious sovereign, and to the entire divine and sacred
Synod. But with these envoys and this papal document written in Latin
and according to your Greek decree, still Isidore brought to us with a papal
seal. We beg your most holy sovereignty that the blessed emperor and the
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divine and consecrated Synod restore your sacred and divine Greek laws,
deliberate on its papal writing, the future needs, the impractical journey,
the influx upon our Christianity of the godless Hagarite, the disorder and
sedition that encircles our land and the mastery of expansion. Establish for
us in our land a consecrated autocephalous metropolitan. And again for
this need as well as all spiritual needs of each Orthodox Christian and our
approval, and the necessary seigniorial sanction and the efforts required of
us to work with a metropolitan, the interpretations of the young people for
whom it 1s appropriate to conceal, these among others we advise. For the
sake of this we beseech that you send us your most honorable letter, how
through the aid of God and the blessed Holy Spirit, through the aid of your
sacred empire, the blessed most holy patriarch, and that concerning them
the divine and sacred Synod. But through the holy principles we gathered
in our native land, in the God-loving Rus’ land, our paternal episcopate,
through the benevolence of the Holy Spirit such good men were chosen,
spiritual men, believing in Orthodoxy, do change for us the metropolitan-
ate in Rus’, because of the need prior to this there was in Rus’ an ordained
metropolitan. And we desire this, the benevolence of God. But from the
inception of our Orthodox Christianity, you dispatched, debated, and we
had admiration for your sacred empire and blessed most holy patriarch. We
request prayers and desire the wish as long as God consents, our land has
standing, and no way relinquishes from you to have retained our Ortho-
dox Christianity for ages. We ask your sacred empire of this, that with the
information concerning these and with our most upright letter give leave
to these our envoys without charge, and that you accustom with the judi-
clousness and the prosperity of the sacred empire. We seek enlightenment
now, always, ever, and for all times. Amen.

This letter is an excellent summary statement of the Muscovite Rus’ adher-
ence to a “true Orthodox Christianity.” It is subtle in its approach, respect-
ful in tone, and not intended to be provocative, either toward the Byzantine
emperor or toward his patriarch. Rather, the text seeks to convey the notion
that the Muscovite Rus’ had preserved over the centuries the true Orthodox
faith introduced by Vladimir I and had maintained an unwavering belief in
its teachings and laws. They call upon the Greeks to recognize this, in the
hope that the agreements reached with the Latins at the Council of Ferrara-
Florence will in no way alter their historical and traditional Orthodox outlook.
The Rus’ letter even reflects upon Isidore’s strong support of the Decree of
Church Union, but restates their wish that he bring nothing new and foreign
from the council. Most significant is the Muscovite Rus’ request that Con-
stantinople grant to them an autocephalous metropolitanate, yielding to them
the privilege at greater ecclesiastical independence, although remaining within
the sphere of Byzantine patriarchal authority. At the same time the Muscovites
admit that prior metropolitans at times were Greeks and at times they were of
Rus’ stock. Also of significance is the Muscovite position of being consistently
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anti-Muslim. Their fear of Islamic inroads as the Byzantine was clearly justified
if one examines the historical record of the Kievan and Muscovite Rus’. Puz-
zling, however, is their equating the Muslims with the Latins. The letter does
subtlety advocate the candidacy of Iona for the metropolitan seat, but at the
same time it stresses the un-Orthodoxy of Isidore, arguing that his actions and
pro-Latin ceremonies upon his arrival were both alien and new to Muscovite
religious principles. On this note, the letter concludes the Muscovite position
on sundry questions. It remains historically unclear whether the Byzantines
ever responded to the correspondence. No such document has survived. It is
only certain that if there was no reply, then this was license for the Musco-
vite Synod to elevate Iona to an autocephalous metropolitan seat later in that
decade.

Notes

1 Ramm, p. 228, citing AUB 19: 436, 437, claims that Pope Eugenius IV was instrumental
in convincing the Byzantines to nominate Isidore for the vacant seat at Moscow. The
assertion may be plausible. But aside from this claim and the validity of its statement, we
have no otherVatican, Greek, or Muscovite corroborating sources to support or to refute
this contention, which may be part and parcel of Muscovite anti-Latin polemical litera-
ture that emerged soon after the fall of Constantinople in 1453 and was quite vociferous
thereafter, even achieving the prominence of historical fact. For a study of this issue, cf.
A.S. Pavlov, Kpumuueckue onvimel no ucmopuu opesHeuiujeti 2peko-pycKii Ho1eMHUKY
npmus namusm |= Critical Essays on the History of Ancient Greco-Rus’ Polemics Against
the Latins] (St. Petersburg, 1878), passim; A.N. Popov, Ucmopuko-nymepmypuviii 0030p
OpesHe-pyCcKUx 101eMudeckux counenuti npomus namunan (XI-XV6.) [= A Historical-
Literary Survey of Ancient Rus’ Polemical Works Against the Latins (Eleventh—Fifteenth Cen-
turies)] (Moscow, 1875; repr. London, 1972), pp. 363, 364, and passim; and P. Sokolov,
“bbut-in MckoBckiit Murtpononuts Mcunops najackmp JeraroMmb 1Jii MOCKBBI [=
Was the Muscovite Metropolitan Isidore a Papal Legate to Moscow|?” in Ymenus 6v
Hcemopuueckomsv Obwecmee Hecmuypa-Jlymonuya 20/2 (Kiev, 1908), pp. 23-38. Gill,
Personalities of the Council of Florence, p. 46, makes the significant observation that in 1436
Bessarion was designated hegoumenos/abbot of the monastery of Saint Basil, granting
him a position comparable to that of Isidore, and “shortly afterwards he [Bessarion]
was elected to the See of Nicaea, at about the same time that Mark Eugenikos became
Metropolitan of Ephesus, Isidore Metropolitan of Kiev and All Russia, and Dionysius
Metropolitan of Sardis.” Hereafter, there follows a close parallel in the careers of Isidore
and Bessarion, each holding similar offices, if not also interchanging them. It is highly
doubtful that the pope supported the elevations of Mark Eugenikos and Dionysios, for
both were anti-union proponents, and it was highly improbable that they were in the
pope’s good graces. But illustrative of John VIII’s desire to maintain balance between the
pro-unionist and pro-Orthodox elements within his empire, these appointments clearly
exemplify his political and theological point of view. There appears, however, confusion
in the sources on when this nomination was extended, whether in late 1436 or later in
early 1437. Vat. gr. 776, fol. 209", would have Isidore receiving the appointment in late
1436 and soon thereafter departing for Moscow. For this journey and his stopover in
Lvov (L'viv), cf. P. Schreiner, “Ein byzantinischer Gelehrter zwischen Ost und West. Zur
Biographie des Isidor von Kiew und seinem Besuch in Lviv (1436),” Bollettino della Badia
Greca di Grottaferrata 3/3 (2006): pp. 215-228.

2 Cf. A-E. Tachiaos, “The Greek Metropolitans of Kievan Rus’: An Evaluation of Their
Spiritual and Cultural Activity,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 12—13 (1988—1989): p. 431 £;
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and for the substantive literature on the subject of training and preparation, ibid., p. 430
n. 1.The article was reprinted in idem, Greeks and Slavs, pp. 349-364.

On these complex problems, cf. Vernadsky, The Mongols and Russia, pp. 294—297 and
299-302.

Photios was a Moreot born in Monemvasia, who maintained a correspondence in the
1420s with Isidore. For Isidore’s correspondence, cf. IAM No. 284, fol. 335". A brief
description of the text appears in B.L. Fonkich,“I'peueckne muciipl 310Xu BO3pOoxKASHUS
[Greek Scribes in the Renaissance Epoch| [Part] 3,” BB 42 (1981): p. 126. Photios’s
death in 1431 is confirmed by the Huxanoposckas JIbmonuce (Nikanorov [Monastery]
Annal), IICPJI 27 (Moscow-Leningrad, 1962), p. 102. Cf. Coxpewennuiii JIlbmonucnulii
Cs00v 1495 2. [The Abbreviated Annalistic Code of the Year 1495, [ICPJI 27: 209, under
year 6939/1431. The ITampuapwas uiu Huxonosckas JIbmonuce [Patriarchal or Nikon
Annall, IICPJI 12 (St. Petersburg, 1901), p. 10, furnishes an elaborate tale of an angel vis-
iting him prior to his death. We should further notice that Muscovite Rus’ was emerg-
ing as a centralizing force among the Rus’ provinces and its princes were the leading
advocates for this trend. Photios was well aware of this movement and whether or not
he conveyed this to John VIII and perhaps even to Isidore in their correspondence
is unclear. On this, cf. A.-E.N. Tachiaos, “The Testament of Photius Monembasiotes,
Metropolitan of Russia (1408—1431): Byzantine Ideology in XVth-Century Muscovy,”
Cyrillomethodianum 3 (1983): 89 f.; repr. in idem, Greeks and Slavs, p. 377 £.

5 J.S.Luria (Lur’e), “Fifteenth-Century Chronicles as a Source for the History of the For-
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10

11

12

mation of the Muscovite State,” in M.S. Flier and D. Rowland, eds. Medieval Russian Cul-
ture, California Slavic Studies 19/2 (Berkeley, Los Angeles, and London, 1994), pp. 52, 53.
Pliguzov, pp. 640-654.

[ICPJI 25: 270. For two variant texts in the same source, cf. [ICPJI 12: [lampuapwasn
unu Huxonoeckas Jlbkmonuco [= The Patriarchal or Nikon Annal] (St. Petersburg, 1901),
p. 74, one brief and the other expanding the passage, that do not appreciably alter the
information. Also, cf. [ICPJI 23: Epmonuckas Jlbmonuce [= The Ermolin Annal] (St.
Petersburg, 1910), p. 154; ibid., 27: 115; ibid., 27: 347; ibid., 28: JTbmonucnwiii Ce00w 1497
2. |= The Annalistic Code of the Year 1497] (Moscow-Leningrad, 1963), p. 110; ibid., 28:
Jbmonucoy C600b 1518 2. [= The Annalistic Code of the Year 1518)], pp. 277, 278; ibid., 30:
Braoumupckuii JIbmonuceyw [= The Viadimir Annalist] (Moscow, 1965), p. 134; and ibid.,
31: Maspuckuiicnuii JTbmonuceyw [= The Mazurin Annalist] (Moscow, 1968), p. 106.
That is, Rus’ synodal members.

ITPCJI 12: 20. It is noteworthy that the Muscovite Annalistic Code makes no reference
to the appointment of Gerasim, nor relates anything regarding him. Thus reference to
him is totally excised from this work. Cf. I[IPCJI 25: 248 ft. This is also true of two later
chronicles, the Xponuka Jlumoeckas | The Lithuanian Chronicle] and Xponuka Buixosyua
[ The Bykhov Chronicle]. Cf. the appropriate sections in, respectively, [IPCJI 32 (Moscow,
1975), pp. 80 f., and 152-155.

For the complex political issues of the early 1430s, cf. S.M. Soloviev, Mcmopus Poccuii ¢
opesnetiwiux Bpemen [A History of Russia since Ancient Times], 2 (vol. 4) (Moscow, 1960),
pp. 577-582;Vernadsky, The Mongols and Russia, pp. 298, 299 and 308; and Ramm, pp.
222,223.

IICPJI 22: 506. Paradoxically, few major Rus’ annals mention Tona’s journey to Constan-
tinople to seek confirmation for this office.

PUE 19:436,437. Sophia Senyk,“The Patriarchate of Constantinople and the Metropol-
itans of Rus’, 1300-1600,” in Le patriarcat cecuménique de Constantinople aux XIV =XVI¢
siécles: rupture et continuité. Actes du colloque international Rome, 5—6—7 décembre 2005, Dos-
siers byzantins 7 (Paris, 2007), p. 99, makes the astute observation:

[G]rand [P]rince Basil II of Moscow wrote to the patriarch [Joseph| announcing
Iona’s election, and indeed all documents referring to the election, take pains to
point out that the patriarch had promised at the time of the election of Isidore as
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metropolitan of Kiev, when already Moscow proposed Iona, that Iona would succeed
Isidore should the latter die first.

This claim is limited to Muscovite sources, and there is no reference to a patriarchal
promise in the Greek works. For the Muscovite references, cf. PUE 6: 575-586; and
Pycruit @eodannwiii Apxus, ed. A.1. Pliguzov, et al., 1 (Moscow, 1986), pp. 88-91.
TICPJT 12: 23.

Ibid., p. 23 nn. 1 and 2, wherein the notes demonstrate that the renditions of this annual
furnish two dates for his arrival, 6945/1437 and 6946/1438.The former is the accepted
year of arrival.

Sylvestros Syropoulos confirms Isidore’s substantial knowledge and learning. Cf. his
treatment of Isidore, passim, wherein Syropoulos is at times complimentary of Isidore.
On the other hand, for a recent treatment of Isidore as a treacherous individual during
the proceedings at Ferrara-Florence and thereafter upon his return to Moscow;, cf. Maria
Pia Pagani, “Il ‘perfido’ protagonista: Isidoro di Kiev al concilio di Firenze del 1439,” in
Gabriele de Rosa and Francesca Lomastro, eds., L'eta di Kiev ¢ la sua eredita nell’incontro
con I’Occidente. Atti del Convegne Vicenza, 11—13 aprile 2002 (Rome, 2003), esp. pp. 159—
169. She notes no manuscript sources and relies upon printed works that support the
Latin positions in the proceedings at Florence.

TICPII 12: 23, 24.

O. Halecki, From Florence to Brest (1439-1596) (Rome, 1958), p. 42, maintains on the
evidence of Muscovite sources that “the metropolitan received the desired permission to
go to the council.” The evidence, however, in this and subsequent Muscovite accounts
does not indicate such precise language, unless the Rus’ accounts are intended to be
misleading. Cf. Pierling, 1: 16 ft.; and E.E. Golubinsky, Xcmopis Pycckoti L{epxeu |=
A History of the Russian Church], 1 (2nd ed., Moscow, 1901), pp. 414-440.
TICPJ125:253. An almostidentical rendition of this text appears in IICPJI 8: IIpodonoicenbe
Jbmuucu no Bockpcenckomy Cnucky [= A Continuation to the Annal according to the
Voskresensk Tianscript] (St. Petersburg, 1859), pp. 100, 101. The Muscovite Annalistic Code
indicates a borrowing from the Voskresensk Transcript, but with emendation.

Like him, those who were proponents of church union.

This annal was first published in IICPJI 6 (St. Petersburg, 1855; repr. Leningrad, 1925).
The citations that follow are taken from the 1855 redaction, part 2. A recent rendition
(Moscow, 2001) subscribes to modern textual editing with questionable orthographic
substitutions and additions.

TICPJI 6: 151, 152.

Father John Meyendorff, an ordained Russian Orthodox priest and scholar, interprets
this passage to read: “Isidore also accepted the task of assuring victory of Orthodoxy at
the council, as he was convincing the Russian grand-prince to support the council.”
Ct. J. Meyendortt, “Was There an Encounter Between East and West at Florence?” in
Alberigo, p. 162 n. 22.

TICPJI 21/2 (St. Petersburg, 1913): ch. 19, pp. 506, 507.

Ibid.

Correctly, this should read Basle, unless the scribe intended the term to imply the
Roman lands.

The city of Rome is not implied here; rather, the scribe may be citing Rome to mean
the Latin lands. Given his textual materials, the scribe should have been aware that the
council was meeting in Ferrara and then continuing its deliberations at Florence.
Unless a gross exaggeration, this term should rather be understood to imply Caesars, or
senior provincial princes, and certainly not emperors who would be subordinate to a
grand prince.

Notably, cf. IICPJI 23: 149.

The dates for his departure from Constantinople and first arrival in Moscow are at vari-
ance in the sources. The question is further compounded by differing dates given in
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30

31

32

the annals of his departure for and arrival at Ferrara. No clear resolution can be made
of these incongruities and even his personal travel account raises questions of when he
first arrived in Moscow, then soon departed for Ferrara-Florence, and later returned to
Moscow.

A number of significant studies have appeared, preparing critical editions and analyses
of his travel account. Among them, cf. N.A. Kazakova, “IlepBonauansnast Pemakmus
Xoxnennst Ha Onopentuitnuii Cobop’ [= The First Redaction of “The Journey to the
Council of Florence’],” TOAPJI 25: llamamnuxu Pyccxoti Jlumepamypur X-XVII 6s.
[= Monuments of Russian Literature Xth—XVIIth Centuries] (Moscow, 1970), pp. 60-72;
“Xoxnenne Mutpononura Mcunopa na @nopentinckin Codops [= The Journey of
Metropolitan Isidor to the Council of Florence],” in J. Krajcar, ed. Acta Slavica Concilii
Florentini. Narrationes et Documenta, CEDS 11, series A (Rome, 1976), columnar texts in
Old Slavonic and Latin; bubnuomexa Jlumepamypui /Jpesneii Pycu [= A Literary Library
of Ancient Rus’], eds. D.S. Likhachev, et al., 6 (St. Petersburg, 1999), pp. 464—487, medieval
and modern Russian texts on facing pages; “Reisebericht eines unbekannten Russen
(1437-1440),” in G. Stokl, ed. Europa im XV Jahrhundert von byzantinern Gesehen (Graz,
Vienna, and Cologne, 1954), pp. 151-189. Most recently, cf. P. Badenas de la Pefa and
A. L. Encinas Moral, “Anénimo ruso sobre et viaje de Isidoro de Kiev ad Consilio de
Florencia,” Erythei 35 (2014): pp. 251-299, with a Spanish translation and the Slavonic
text. For a textual study of the several renditions of the travel account, cf. J. Krajcar,
“Metropolitan Isidore’s Journey to the Council of Florence. Some Remarks,” OCP
38 (1972): pp. 367-387; O. Kresten, Eine Sammlung von Konzilsakten aus dem Besitze des
Kardinals Isidoros von Kiev. Osterreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften. Philosophisch-
Historische Klasse Denkschriften, 123 (Vienna, 1976); and M. di Branco, “Da Ferrara a
Firenze. Gli itinerari delle delegazioni conciliari (Gennaio-Febbraio 1439) e le visite di
Eugenio IV e Giovanni VIII a Pistoia,” Rendiconti 19 (2008), esp. pp. 740-742. For addi-
tional studies of the travel account, cf. T. Frommann, Kritische Beitrige zur Geschichte der
Florentiner Kircheneinigung (Halle, 1872), pp. 112121, and passim; and S. Kolditz, Johannes
VIII. Palaiologos und das Konzil von Ferara-Florenz (1438/39). Das byzantinische Kaisertum
im Dialog mit dem Westen, Monographen zur Geschichte des Mittelalters, Band 60, 1
(Stuttgart, 2013), p. 37 n. 183.

Simeon of Suzdal, Acta Slavica Concilii Florentini. Narrationis et Documenta, ed. J. Krajcar,
CFDS, Series A, 9 (Rome, 1976), p. 55. The full account by Simeon of the travels of
Isidore and the Muscovite delegation, and their participation in the discussions on vari-
ous issues at Ferrara and Florence, appears both in Latin and Slavonic renditions in ibid.,
pp- 51-76. The account from a Muscovite viewpoint relates further the roles of John
VIII and Patriarch Joseph at the council, but adds little that is new or in opposition to
the accounts of the Greeks and Latins. Simeon does provide some insights on the roles
played by leading Rus’ clerics at the council. For recensions of Simeon’s account, cf. J.
Krajcar, SJ, “Simeon of Suzdal’s Account of the Council of Florence,” OCP 39 (1973):
pp. 103—-130. But as Father Krajcar evaluates (pp. 103, 104) the value of the account, he
stresses:

One aspect only, I believe, has not been sufficiently examined, viz. how far is Sime-
on’s Account credible and what spirit prompted and animated him in writing the
pamphlet. Though an eyewitness, Simeon does not offer trustworthy evidence on the
personalities of the Council and his presentation of theological discussions is a mere
farce. He gives, however, an insight into the moods of the common people, servants
and attendants, Russian and Greek alike. His writing is also of importance for learn-
ing the aftermath of the Council in Muscovy and for studying the beginnings of
Muscovite ideology.

CEDS, series B, 5, fasc. 1; AG, p. Ixxi. Cf. Pierling, p. 22; and G. Hofmann, “Die Konzil-
sarbeit in Ferrara,” OCP 3 (1937): p. 408.
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For the proceedings in Florence, cf. idem, “Die Konzilsarbeit in Florenz,” OCP 4 (1938):
pp. 157-188 and 372-422.

Isidore lists thirteen, perhaps only those in which he had participated or of which he had
immediate knowledge. Simeon of Suzdal lists seventeen, p. 61.

Cf. Krajcar, “Metropolitan Isidore’s Journey,” pp. 274-275, who addresses the problem of
the number of general (not minor) sessions at Ferrara and later Florence. The numbers
are confused in the various sources.

CEDS 11: fol. 124-124" (pp. 28, 29). For a variant English translation from the Latin
rendition, the Peregrinatio, of the Xoxnenue, cf. Annemarie Weyl Carr,“Labelling Images,
Venerating Icons in Sylvester Syropoulos’s World,” in Fonti Kondyli, ef al., eds., Sylvester
Syropoulos on Politics and Culture in the Fifteenth-Century Mediterranean. Themes and Prob-
lems in the Memoirs, Section IV, Birmingham Byzantine and Ottoman Studies 16 (Farn-
ham, 2014), p. 86.

For an extensive discussion of the preliminaries leading to the departure of John VIII
and Patriarch Joseph for the Council of Ferrara-Florence and their passage, cf. especially
Sylvestros Syropoulos IIL.6 ff. and IV.1-10; and the briefer treatment in CF, pp. 88-91
and passim. Most recently, ct. Fondyli, and esp. the essays of Elizabeth A. Zachariadou,
“The Ottomans, the Greek Orthodox Church and the Perils of the Papacy,” pp. 23-32;
R. Price,“Precedence and Papal Primacy,” pp. 33—47;Vera Andriopoulou, “The Logistics
of a Union: Diplomatic Communication through the Eyes of Sylvester Syropoulos,” pp.
49-67; and Fotini Kondyli,“The Logistics of a Union: The Travelling Arrangements and
the Journey to Venice,” pp. 135-153.

Sylvestros Syropoulos IV.25 (p. 222).

For a succinct compilation of the theological issues addressed at the Council of Ferrara-
Florence, cf. Angold, p. 21.

CF, pp. 114 ft.

On the difficulties of the extended filiogue discussions, AG, pp. 400 ff., 426 ft., passim, and
esp. the lucid argumentation of Georgios Scholarios, pp. 428—-431. Ct. CF, ch. 5: “The
Addition to the Creed;” and ch. 7: “Union: The Procession of the Holy Spirit.” For a
discussion of the procession of the Holy Spirit, cf. Waugh, 8: 39. On the role of Christian
Humanism in these theological disputations, ct. G. Podskalsky, Von Photios zu Bessarion.
Der Vorrang humanistisch gepragter Theologie in Byzanz und deren bleibende Bedeutung. Schrif-
ten zur Geistesgeschichte des dstlichen Europa, Band 25 (Wiesbaden, 2003), passin.

Ct. Sylvestros Syropoulos VIIL.9 (p. 398),VIIL.21 (p. 408), and VIIL.27 (p. 414).
Eugenikos, according to a source, departed Ferrara during the month of Septem-
ber 1438. His absence was brief. He did return and participated in later public sessions,
but afterward often absented himself for sundry reasons. He was not a signatory to the
accord inaugurating the union of churches and remained a firm anti-unionist during
and following the council. Cf. ITxl1 1:277.

This exchange took place on the 8th or 9th of October 1438, during a conciliar ses-
sion. Cf. Andreas de Santacroce, advocatus consistorialis, Acta Latina Concilii Florentini, ed.
G. Hofmann, CFDS, series B, 6 (Rome, 1955), p. 33. For a brief treatment of Isidore’s
theological views within the context of Byzantine religious thought of that period, cf.
P. Schreiner, “I teologi bizantini del XIV secolo e 1 padre della Chiesa, con particolare
riguardo all biblioteca di Isidoro di Kiev,” in M. Cortesi, ed. Padri Greci ¢ Latini a Con-
fronto (Secoli XIII-XV). Atti del Convegno di studi della Societa Internazionale per lo Studio del
Medioevo Latino (SISMEL). Certosa del Galluzzo Firenze, 1920 ottobre 2001 (Florence,
2004), pp. 133—141.

On this point, cf. CF, pp. 152—=156 and 153 n. 8.

Codex Vat. gr. 1896, tols. 214-216".

Codex Vat. gr. 706, fols. 166'=169". A Latin summation appears in Isidore, Sermones, X/1:
viii—ix; and the full Latin and Greek texts of [1oia &v tj] Zvvodw éwi 10 BéAtiov [owtéa/
De Modo Procedendi in Concilio, in ibid., pp. 1-8.
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Codex Vat. gr. 1896, fols. 181'=184". For a Latin summation, cf. Isidore, Sermones, X/1:
ix. For the full Latin and Greek texts of Adyog lpdrog xazo tijc év 1@ Zoufole
TIpooOnkng/Sermo prior contra Additionem as Symbolum, in ibid., pp. 9-16.

Among other texts (in manuscript and other formats) that have been published: Adyog
Yvpfovievtikog mept ‘Opovoiog @ Xvpufoim/Exhortatoria Oratio ad Concilium, on
the procession of the Holy Spirit and a discussion of the prepositions, ex and per, Codex
Vat. gr. 706, fols. 12'=22", in addition, the Latin and Greek texts being in Isidore, Sermones,
X/1: 54-80, with a Latin summation in ibid., pp. x—xii; further, a second major work,
Codex Vat. gr. 1896, fols. 139—156", on the procession of the Holy Spirit, Isidore’s Adyog
Agbdtepog katd e &v 1@ ZouPorw [Ipocdnkng/Sermo Alter Contra Additionem ad
Symbolum, the Latin and Greek texts being in Isidore, Sermones, X/1: 17-53, with a
summary on ibid., pp. ix, x; the results of the Council of Florence in Codex Vat. gr. 1858,
fols. 44 =507, the Latin summation is found in Isidore, Sermones, X/1: xii; and corrections
to the former in Codex Vat. gr. 1904, fols. 112~113"; and the apographa in Codex Vat. gr.
1152, fols. 173"—183". The last two texts are summarized in Isidore, Sermones, X/1: xii.
Both the full Latin and Greek text (Codex Vat. gr. 1858, fols. 44'=50") of Isidore’s TId¢ del
v "Evoow ékteelobot/Sermo de Unione Florentina Exsequenda, appears in Isidore,
Sermones, X/1: 81-94.

Andreas de Santacroce, fol. 130¥ (6: 222). The Latin text is addressed in this study for its
clarity rather than the Greek.

Ibid., 1487, 148" (251).

Ibid., 146"—148" (248-250). Cf. CF, pp. 274, 275 and 280, 281.

Codex Vat. gr. 706, fols. 121V, 122". Cf. supra the like response of Isidore to Cardinal
Andreas de Santacroce. Apparently the failure to provide cited Latin texts was an ongo-
ing issue between the Greeks and Latins. The Latin legates at Florence, like Ferrara, saw
no need to furnish them to their Greek counterparts, either from a contemptuous posi-
tion for their peers or because they were hardened in their argumentation, believing its
rationalization to be superior to one based upon faith.

Georgios Scholarios, Ouvres complétes de Gennade Scholarios, eds. L. Petit, X.A. Sidérides,
and M. Jugie, 3 (Paris, 1931), p. 87, 88.

Cf. Sylvestros Syropoulos VIIL.33 (p. 420) f. and VIII.35-36 (pp. 422 and 424). For a
lengthy discussion of this complex question, cf. the Latin summation especially in Isi-
dore, Sermones, X/1: pp. ix—x; CF, pp. 245 ff.; Geanakoplos, “A New Reading of the
Acta,” p. 336 and n. 42; and C.N. Tsirpanlis, Mark Eugenicus and the Council of Florence:
A Historical Re-evaluation of His Personality (New York, 1979), pp. 89, 90, and passim.
Years earlier in a correspondence with his friend Manuel Chrysoloras, c. 1415, Isidore
addressed the meaning of ¢ilog and its implications for the current argumentation. On
this, cf. Podskalsky, pp. 35, 36; and Ziegler, “Die restlichen vier unverdftentlichen Briefe
Isidores,” pp. 135 and 138 ff.

Sylvestros Syropoulos IX.18 (p. 452). Aside from this small group of Greek clerics that
had attended his dinner(s), following the signing of the Decree of Church Union, a large
number of Greeks rejected the outcome. For a comprehensive treatment of this sub-
ject, cf. Marie-Héléne Blanchet, “L’église byzantine a la suite de 'Union de Florence
(1439-1445). De la contestation a la scission,” in Byzantinische Forschungen 29 [= VIII
Symposium Byzantinon. L’Eglise dans le monde byzantine de la IV* croisade (1204) a la chute
de Constantinople (1453)] (Strasbourg, 7, 8 et 9 novembre 2002) (2007), pp. 79-123. Cf.
idem, ed., Théodore Agallianos. Dialogue avec un moine contre les Latins (1442), Byzantina
Sorbonensia 27 (Paris, 2013), esp. ch. 3:“L'Unione de Florence et ses répercussions.”
The Latin text of the Decree along with the signatories appears in Andreas de Santacroce,
fols. 153'=157" (6: 260-266); and CF, pp. 412—415, but without the autographs. For
some analyses of the Decree, cf. G.R. Evans, “The Council of Florence and the Problem
of Ecclesiastical Identity,” in Alberigo, p. 178.

Andreas de Santacroce, fol. 156" (6: 265). AG, p. 465, however reads: Isidorus metropolita
Kioviensis totiusque Russiae, et locum tenens apostolicae sedis sanctissimi patriarchae Antiocheni
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domini Dorothei, contentus subscripsi. Isidore’s endorsement appears soon after that of the
emperor, given the fact that he was the procurator for the absent patriarch of Antioch.
Dorotheos, the Patriarch of Antioch, was unable to attend the proceedings at Ferrara
and Florence, and in his absence Isidore was designated his replacement with all rights
and privileges of the patriarch. To what extent he exercised the patriarchal privileges
remains unclear from the extant texts. If anything, he appears to have maintained an air
of decorum and with prudence did not display the trappings of that high office.

In Epistolae Pontificiae ad Concilium Florentinum Spectantes, ed. G. Hofmann, CFDS, Series
A, part 2 (Rome, 1944), p. 77. The complete Greek version of the Decree of Church
Union appears in ibid., pp. 68-79, doc. 176. However, with slight revision, particularly
the last phrase, AG, p. 465, reads: Toidmpog untpomodritng Kuwaifov xai ndong Poociag,
Kol TomopnTG Thg AnocTolkilc Kabédpag Tod AytwTdTon WaTPLIpYoL AvTioyeiog
Kupiov Ampobéov, apketdg Vwéypapa. Cf. Hofmann, “Die Konzilsarbeit in Florence,”
pp. 413-417.

For the full text of the letter, cf. Epistolae Pontificiae ad Concilium Florentinum Spectantes, pp.
93-94, doc. 202. Cf. Tat. Reg. 365, fol. 1907, 190". For Isidore’s further role and activities
in Poland and Lithuania, cf. Kolditz, 1: 352 f. and n. 280, and 378, 379.

Epistolae Pontificiae ad Concilium Florentinum Spectantes, pp. 94, 95, doc. 203. Cf. lat. Reg.
365, fols. 1907, 191",

ITPCJI 6 (St. Petersburg, 1855): pp. 160, 161. A manuscript rendition of the papal let-
ter is also to be found in the Mazurin Collection, Codex No. 1530, fols. 540'—541",
deposited in Moscow at the Centpanbnblii [ocymapcTBennsliii Apxus [IpeBHHX AKTOB
(the State Central Archive for Ancient Acts). The letter is reproduced in Acta Slavica
Concilii Florentini. Narrationis et Documenta, ed. J. Krajcar, S, CFDS 9 (Rome, 1976), pp.
138-139. Another rendition of the letter also appears in the [Ipomomxkenie JIbromucu
Bockpecenckomy Cpucky [= Continuation of the Annal according to the Voskresensk
Transcript| 8: pp. 108, 109.The latter has some orthographical and terminological altera-
tions, but these do not amend the intent of the letter nor its thoughts. A reference to
the letter but without the full Cyrillic text of the correspondence appears in Epistolae
Pontificiae ad Concilium Florentinum Spectantes, pp. 95, 96, doc. 204. For additional rendi-
tions, cf. CFDS 9: p. 138.

Epistolae Pontificiae ad Concilium Florentinum Spectantes, pp. 143, 144, doc. 233. Cf. Vat.
gr. 133 for the Greek text of the letter. Additionally, two other papal letters in support
of Isidore’s ministry should be briefly noted in our study. An epistle, dated the 25th of
March 1442, was addressed by Eugenius IV to Baron Doldio and to Casimir, the grand
duke of Lithuania, commending the episcopacy of Cardinal Isidore to their regions. Cf.
Hofmann, Epistolae Pontificiae, 3: pp. 66, 67, doc. 259. For the Greek text, cf. Codex Vat.
gr. 1018.The second brief communication, dated the 11th of June 1445, is addressed by
Eugenius IV relative to Isidore and the union of churches to a general noble audience.
Cf. ibid.,2: 104, 105, doc. 282. For the Greek text, cf. Vat. gr. 133.

For a printed version of the manuscript, cf. Krajcar, Acta Slavica Concilii Florentini, pp.
140-142. A rendition of the letter with significant orthographical and phraseological
alterations appears in the Second Sofia Annal, IICPJI 6: pp. 159, 160. The Krajcar text is
herein employed. It remains unclear from all extant sources whether the monk Gregory
(identified as of Greek stock, but more often and perhaps correctly as the “Bulgarian”),
who was also a longtime companion of Isidore, was instrumental in translating the
original Greek letter into Church Slavonic. Further, J. Gill, SJ,“Isidore’s Encyclical Letter
from Buda,” in A.G.Welkykyi, ed., Analecta Ordinis S. Basilii Magni. Miscelanea in Honorem
Cardinalis Isidore (1463—1963), 4/1-2 (Rome, 1963), pp. 1, 2, has erred. He has added a
preamble to the text that is borrowed from the Second Sofia Annal and is not a part of the
original letter. Further, his citation, claimed from the Second Sofia Annal, is questionable.
The polemical addition in the Second Sofia Annal correctly reads:

Ciil ie CHAOPB JAOMECTHEKI MPIHMB OTH MAMKI BEAI MECTh; H TAKO HASLIY EMY OT PHMA B
NY¥TH cROT HA PYCLEKSI0 MHTPONOAIO. NPHENE BB MPAAT HAPHUAEMBIT BY¥AHHA, MEomaua mapTa
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B 5 AeHk. OTTSAY norAABWY EMS (EOM MHEAHI BB AMTHIKS o0 BB AHTORKLKYI0 JEMAI H HA
BEK Phick NPABOLAAKHATO XPECTHIAHETEA.

This impious Sidor received from the pope a great honor. And so he set out from
Rome on his journey to the Rus’ metropolitanate. He arrived at the town named
Buda on the fifth day of March. From here he sent his letter to the Latvian and to the
Lithuanian lands and to all of the Rus’ Orthodox Christendom.

Gill, “Isidore’s Encyclical Letter,” p. 5.
Krajcar, Acta Slavica, doc.V (pp. 144—145). Cf. Vat. sl. 12, fols. 18Y, 19". For the complex
issues addressed in this letter and subsequent correspondence, cf. Halecki, From Florence
to Brest, pp. 56—69.
The term voevoda is more common in usage among the fifteenth-century Balkan Slavs.
Its use herein may be evidence that Isidore’s companion, Gregory, was instrumental in
translating the original Greek text into Slavonic.
For a further description of Isidore’s arrival, cf. Krajcar, “Simeon of Suzdal’s Account of
the Council of Florence,” pp. 128—130.
IICPJI 6: 161, 162. Cf. M. Cherniavsky, “The Reception of the Council of Florence in
Moscow;,” Church History 24/4 (1955): pp. 348-351;and a detailed account of succeeding
events in CF, pp. 359 ff.
In Acta Slavica Concilii Florentini, CFDS 11: pp. 51-76 (text).
Simeon of Suzdal identifies the church as that of the Blessed Virgin. Ibid., tol. 20" (71).
[1CPJI 6: 162.
Ibid., p. 163 n. (unnumbered), gives the date of his flight as the 15th of September 1441,
six months after his confinement. The note further states that he departed Moscow, went
to Tver where he was briefly incarcerated, and then proceeded to Lithuania, from where
he continued his journey to Rome.
Ibid., p. 162. For the leading secondary literature on this topic: the charges, trial, and
escape, cf. Cherniavsky, p. 357 n. 19.
IICPJI 6: 162—167.The editors of this annal questionably date the letter to 1438. This is
highly improbable, since John VIII was in Italy attending the Council of Ferrara-Florence,
as was Joseph, the sitting patriarch of Constantinople. Correctly, the letter should be
assigned to the year 1441 or later, after Isidore had departed Muscovite Rus’. Further,
Axmuvr Mcmopuueckie 1 (St. Petersburg, 1841), pp. 71-75, notes that this letter was also
sent to the patriarch of Constantinople, Metrophanes II (1440-1443). Cf. infra, n. 77.
There remain further chronological issues concerning correspondence between Mos-
cow and Constantinople. V. Malinin, Cmapeywv Eneaszaposa Monacmueipa @unoleii u
ezo Ilocnania. Ucmopuxo-J/lumepamypnoe Hznboosanie [= The Elder of the Eleazarov
Monastery, Filothei and His Correspondence. A Historical-Literary Inquiry] (Kiev, 1901), pp.
444,445, cites a letter sent by the grand prince of Moscow to the patriarch of Constan-
tinople, Metrophanes I1, in 1441.The contents of this correspondence appear to be very
similar, even in language and tone, to that of the 1443 letter. Cf. ibid., n. 1651; and PUBE
6: pp. 525-528. However, according to ibid., 6: pp. 526535, the letter was never sent
because the emperor had accepted the union of churches. Cf.Vernadsky, 3: p. 312. The
letter of 1443 may have been prompted because the patriarchate under the leadership
of Metrophanes had acquired the reputation of being ineftectual in its dealings with its
ecclesiastical subordinates and was noted for rarely responding to written requests. The
Second Sofia Annal also raises editorial questions, mainly mislocated texts on the printed
pages and the letter section in particular should be used with caution, as two columns
are not parts of the letter. For other renditions of the letter in Muscovite archives, cf.
IICPJI 6: 165-167, the unnumbered notes. However, of all the Muscovite annals, only
the Jlvsosckas JIbmonuce (L'vov Annal) includes a briefer rendition of the letter. Cf.
IICPJI 20/1 (St. Petersburg, 1910), pp. 251-254. For a substantially revised and emended
text, that includes a significant section referencing the dogmatic issues leading up to the
conversion of Kievan Rus’, but is deleted from the cited letter, cf. Cehuiickas Bmopas
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Jlemonucw, IICPJI 6 (Moscow, 2001), pp. 93—97. There appears to be no conclusion in
this revision, for the letter leads into a vitriolic discussion of Isidore’s metropolitanate and
advances the claim of Iona to the metropolitan seat of Kiev and of All Rus’.

Assuming that their calculation is accurate, if we accept the year of 988 as the year of
the baptism of Vladimir and his conversion of Kievan Rus’ to Byzantine Christianity,
then this letter would have been written and transmitted to Constantinople in 1443, and
certainly not in 1438. Further, the contents of the letter do not support the earlier date.
Halecki, From Florence to Brest, pp. 73=74, concurs with the year 1443.

The statement that the pope referenced dogmatic questions resolved at Ferrara-Florence
in his letter to the grand prince of Moscow is puzzling. We have previously cited, supra,
pp- 99, 100, the papal letter to the grand prince that Isidore bore with him on his return
to Moscow and that letter does not include these dogmatic discussions. Unless the Sec-
ond Sofia Annal is in error, does the annal imply that there was a second letter from the
pope to the grand prince that Isidore brought with him or did the metropolitan append
to the original papal letter to include this dogmatic information? Or does the refer-
ence to a letter rather imply that the Muscovite Synod was responding to the Decree of
Church Union and other letters that Isidore had previously addressed to various lands?
This uncertainty needs to be explored further in future research. Further, it is doubtful
that Isidore would willingly cooperate and furnish to the Muscovite Synod copies of his
letters to other rulers. Rather, it is more probable that Muscovite bishops in attendance
at Ferrara-Florence furnished the grand prince and the Synod detailed accounts of the
dogmatic agreements that had been reached at the church council. This then appears to
be the basis for the reference to dogmatic issues in this letter.



4 The papal emissary

1 The first mission to Constantinople: a failure

The first mission that Isidore undertook on behalf of the pope brought him to
Constantinople. He appears to have been there in 1450 but his stay was brief.
Very early on in this mission, he came to the realization that nothing construc-
tive could be accomplished on behalf of the union, given the political and
religious climate in the imperial city. The scene favored the anti-unionists, who
had gained an upper hand. As details of this trip are not reported extensively
or in detail by our sources, most scholars have overlooked Isidore’s mission and
his efforts remain largely undocumented; nevertheless, the mission did occur
and the evidence for it is cited below. That the cardinal traveled to the impe-
rial city is beyond doubt and can be established through the information pro-
vided by Ioannes Argyropoulos, a Greek unionist who had firmly embraced the
conclusions reached at the Council of Ferrara-Florence. At this time, in 1450,
Argyropoulos had taken up residence in Constantinople where he was teaching
under the auspices of the court at the imperial property known as the Xenon.!
As a proponent of church union, Argyropoulos undoubtedly had contacts with
Isidore, while the latter was in Constantinople. Thus, in one of the rhetorical
compositions that Argyropoulos sent to the pope he mentions Isidore by title
and thus establishes the cardinal’s presence in the imperial capital.? This com-
position admits Argyropoulos’s declaration of his strong adherence to church
union. He further requests that the pope entertain his sons who were about to
visit Rome. This epistula is loaded with classical references, as the author must
have been aware of the pope’s humanistic tendencies and his love of classical
literature.® At the beginning of this opusculum, Argyropoulos includes the fol-
lowing statement:* wieicv &1L YGpv olda 1@ 0ed udv wpdTov, O WATEP
watépv Kai kopte kupiov TV dmi tfig Yig, £10° 0Bt Kol 1 aideciumTtéTe
pot kKupi® koapdvorim, “Father of fathers and lord of the lords on earth: I am
in the greatest debt, first of all to God, and then to my lord, the most reverend
cardinal.”

As Lampros reasoned, the reference to the “cardinal” must be a reference
to Isidore; in theory it could also designate Bessarion but, as is well known,
Cardinal Bessarion was in Italy at this time and occupied the episcopal seat of



The papal emissary 123

Bologna (1450-1455). Consequently, Isidore must be implied as the cited cardi-
nal. There is additional evidence that places Isidore in Constantinople. Ubertino
Pusculo provides us with a poetic narrative from the conclusion of the Council
of Ferrara-Florence through the siege and fall of Constantinople in 1453. Pus-
culo is the only other source that has preserved some details, in fact the only
details that we possess, with regard to this mission of Isidore.” Pusculo intro-
duces Isidore in his poem and his information probably represents a general
knowledge about the Greco-Rus’ cardinal that must have been in circulation
at that time. Pusculo had no contacts at the imperial court and was without
influential protectors or patrons. He had come to Constantinople as a student
to become proficient in ancient Greek.® Pusculo states:’

Romae erat insignis pater Isidorus, habebat / Praesul qui populos sacro sub jure
Ruthenos / Olim Graeca secans jam dudum dogmata, postquam / Errorem novit,
cupiens reparare salutem. / Sprevit opes (magnis opibus gaudebat) honesti / Captus
amore pio, sua pulsus limina liquit / Patria pro vero vanos contempsit honores. /
Quem pius Eugenius collegit. Talibus illum / Pro meritis dedit esse suum ad pia
sacra ministrum, / Et jussit populis illum praesse Sabinis.

In Rome was the distinguished Father Isidore, who, as a prelate [metro-
politan], used to have the Ruthenians under his ecclesiastical jurisdiction.
Some time ago he had separated himself from the Greek dogmas, after he
had educated himself about their error. He wished to restore sound dog-
mas. He despised wealth and delighted in major tasks. He fell in love with
piety and moved away from his own country. Pope Eugenius [IV] took him
into the college [of cardinals]. Because of his accomplishments he made
him his minister and placed him in charge of the Sabines.

After this introduction, with its emphasis on Isidore’s Catholic conversion, Pus-
culo continues and mentions a few items that must have been on the cardinal’s
agenda on this trip:

Hic patriae antiquum servans pietatis amorem, / Nam genus is magna Danaum
ducebat ab urbe, / Sollicitus revocare suos erroribus, urbem / Threiciam ad magnam
tendit: regemque senatumque /* Urbis adit: mandata ferat quae pandit: et ultro /
Quae papae Eugenio jurarunt foedera, poscit / Observare pie; tabulis, quae scripsit
in amplis, / Quique manu, aspiciant; ruptae nec crimina legis / dira clada luant.
Deserta ad signa redire, / A quibus errarunt jam dudum, hortatur. At illum /
Ut Danai in longum duxerunt arte Pelasga / .../ ... nullamque datur sperare
salutem; / Urbem Romanam repetit legatus: / .../ Grajorum exponit, pulsat qui
nuncius aures / Pontificis cumulatque graves sub pectore curas.

He piously maintained his old affection for his homeland, which brought
him back to the city of the Danaans [Greeks]. He was anxious to eradi-
cate the errors of his compatriots and travelled to the great city in Thrace
[Constantinople]. He came to the emperor and the senate of the city and
reported on his mission. He demanded the pious enforcement of their pact
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with Pope Eugenius. He showed them many tablets that had been written
and asked them to avoid criminal charges and the consequent dire pun-
ishment. He urged them to abandon their ancient errors. Yet the Danaans
[Greeks] put him oft with their Pelasgian [ancient] tricks . . . and afforded
him no hope for restoration. The legate returned to Rome. ... The ambas-
sador reported on the Greeks and talked to the pontift who was aggrieved.

Thus in a few words we are informed that this was an official mission. Isidore
came in the capacity of a papal legate but was unable to enforce the pope’s
demands and wishes that undoubtedly included the formal endorsement of
church union and its ceremonial celebration in Santa Sophia. Having achieved
nothing, Isidore returned to Rome. Perhaps it was then that he produced a
written report about the state of ecclesiastical affairs in Greece, which still
remains in manuscript form.’

2 The second mission to Constantinople: warlord and
gift-bearer

In the spring of 1451, Emperor Constantine XI Dragas Palaiologos, the succes-
sor and brother of John VIII, dispatched his ambassador, Andronikos Bryennios
Leontaris, to the Vatican, seeking military aid and relief for his beleaguered
city.'” Additionally, the diplomatic activities of the emperor were widely known
and soon after the fall of the imperial city Antonio Ivani da Sarzana in his
Expugnatio Constantinopolitana (composed in the winter of 1453/1454) makes
mention of them:"" Dragas, Graecorum imperator, interea ratus hostem novo tempore
reversurum, ad summum Pontificem Imperatoremque Romanum atque regem Alphon-
sum et Venetos nonnullos alios principes oratores mittit, qui nuntient nisi ei auxilien-
tut, sese Teucrorum conatibus nequaquam obsistere posse,“Draga$ the emperor of the
Greeks was under the impression that the enemy [Turks] would come back
once more, and he sent numerous noble emissaries to the highest priest [Pope
Nicholas V], to the Roman Emperor [Frederick III], to King Alfonso, and to
the Venetians to announce that, unless he received help, he would find himself
unable to resist the Turks.”

The letter that Leontaris carried to the pope has not survived. It is usually
stated that its contents can be reconstructed from the papal reply, but the pope’s
views may not have answered the requests of Constantine XI. In fact, the let-
ter of Nicolas V assumes a didactic tone and even scolds the emperor for his
inactivity in enforcing papal supremacy in Constantinople. It is quite probable
that Constantine’s concerns were passed over in silence in partiality to papal
demands and the pope’s letter was interpreted as an ultimatum.'?

Yet we may reconstruct the general tone of Constantine’s letter to the pope
from the remarks of the leader of the anti-unionist faction in Constantinople,
Georgios Scholarios,"” who was destined to become the intractable enemy of
Isidore. Scholarios, who at the time had access to the imperial court and was
often consulted by the emperor and his confidants, addressed a communication
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to the emperor that is dated 12 March," without citing a year, but from the
contents of the composition and his references to current affairs we may be
certain that the year was 1452." In Scholarios’s view, Leontaris unnecessarily
complicated the ecclesiastical situation by not enforcing the emperor’s message,
which included a request that the Vatican send its delegation of scholars to
discuss anew matters involving Orthodox and Catholic dogma through public
disputations and discussions as the Greek hierarchy had planned:'®

M koA opecPeio T00 Bpuevviov Evémiee T0 EKKANGLOGTIKA MMV TADTO
TG WIOTEMS, MG AKOVOWEY. AVTL Yap GLuVOdoL éviadba yevnoouévng o
awokpiolapiny Tod WATA GOEMV, MG GV YEVOLTo petd Adymv EAevdepimv
Kol €E€T00E®C TAOV SLAPOPDY MMV Pavepdg (NTNoIg EKKANGLOOTIKY Kol
Kavovikn, dmep Emoav ol MuETEPOL EKKANCLOGTIKOL OidEsLMTATOL
WATEPEG YPAWOVTEG, OVY EKOVTEG Kol TODTO, GAAL TVOYKOGUEVOL KoL
BePracpévol TaG GUVEIINGELS . . . EPYETOL WPEGPVG, DG GIKOVOUEV.

The good embassy of Bryennios [Leontaris] has complicated our eccle-
stastical affairs, as we hear. Instead of a canonical public synod that was
to take place here with the scholarly emissaries of the pope, marked by
unprejudiced arguments (as our ecclesiastical, most reverend father had
requested in writing, surely not willingly but under force and compulsion
that violated their conscience, it is quite clear), we hear that an emissary is
on his way to us.

Indeed the pope’s reply was not very encouraging, for Nicholas V had
demanded, above all, the enforcement of the terms of the union of churches
that had been concluded in the proceedings of the Council of Ferrara-Florence,
which had never been pursued with any enthusiasm by the lay populace and
lower clergy in Constantinople; in fact, any accommodation with the papacy
had been steadily eroding and had even worsened following the disastrous cru-
sade of Varna."” The defeat of the western armies at Varna had left the imperial
capital of the Greeks more vulnerable than ever. Thus the pope’s unsympathetic
reply to the emperor’s plight has been interpreted as an ultimatum:'® no aid
would be forthcoming unless the union had been formally accepted, enforced,
and celebrated in its entirety. The pope followed up these demands by dispatch-
ing to Constantinople his legate Isidore.

In the spring of 1452, Pope Nicholas V directed Isidore, in the capacity of
official legate of the Vatican to Constantinople (but with no ecclesiastical juris-
diction over the city, although he would be the highest-ranking churchman
in the city)" with instructions to enforce the union that had been concluded
at Florence. According to a contemporaneous Greek source, this mission was
understood to have originated at the behest of the emperor, who desperately
needed a military alliance with Catholic Europe against the Ottoman sultan,
Mehmed II, who was preparing a major and final attack upon Constantinople.
The emperor, in return for western military aid, had offered to enforce the
terms of the union of the Greek and Latin churches, which had been accepted
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by a majority of the delegates present at Florence. Constantine demanded a
military alliance and offered in return the formal enforcement of the union
in his capital.? Isidore was of the conviction that his mission would achieve
the desired results only if he came to the Greek capital in charge of forces to
strengthen its defense against the expected Ottoman attack. Isidore’s first stop
was at Naples®' before he moved on to the Aegean and the Levant. In every port
of call he made numerous attempts to recruit a mercenary force that would
give the appearance of an advanced group of a substantial western army that
was assembling to relieve the imperial capital from the Turkish threat.” It was
his assumption that only under such circumstances would the Greeks agree to
the union and formally accept the papacy’s terms. His journey took consider-
able time and Isidore reached Constantinople’s harbor only in the fall of 1452.
Apparently, he produced numerous detailed accounts of his adventures in a
series of letters addressed to Bessarion. None of these letters appear to have
survived and we are not even certain that they ever reached Bessarion. Isidore
himself had his own doubts about their fate and he seems to imply that either
his letters or their replies were lost due to the uncertain circumstances and the
upheaval that ensued:*

Saepenumero anteactis temporibus ad vestram reverentiam scriptitavi, a qua nec
responsionem quidem ullam accepi; quid in causa fuerit, ignoro. Illud coniectare licet:
aut meae tibi redditae non sunt aut ad me tuae non sunt delatae baiulorum forte
neglegentia, quod etiam bello et rerum asperitati tribuere possumus, aut — quod tertio
loco relinquitur — tua nobis irata est atque adversatur reverentia.

On a number of occasions in the past I wrote numerous letters to your
reverence, but I never received a reply. I know not the reasons for this but
I may attribute it either to the possibility that my letters were not delivered
or to the possibility that your letters never reached me, due to official neg-
ligence brought about by the cruel war. The third possibility is that Your
Reverence may be angry and irritated with me.

Fortunately, in the same letter Isidore supplies a summary of these adventures
to his friend, Bessarion, which he composed after the fall of Constantinople
and his escape from the city, and after he had reached safe haven in Crete on
the 6th of July 1453. At least, we may form a general impression of the cir-
cumstances that accompanied his voyage to the Levant, but one wishes that the
details treated in the earlier letters had been preserved. The surviving letter is
by far the earliest testimony to document the events of the siege, composed by
an authoritative eyewitness, who was involved with the strategy formulated by
the Greek imperial court. But even so, we lack the original Greek text written
by Isidore; we possess only its translation into Latin, admittedly, as the translator
states, a humanistic exercise, by a contemporary of Isidore. In this letter the car-
dinal alludes to his long voyage that brought him to Constantinople in 1452:*

Cum circa mensem Maii superioris anni [1452] Romam reliquissem, nullum peni-
tus inde praesidium vel auxilium referens . . . omnia me adverse atque infeliciter
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succedere ceperunt. Omitto autem nunc singula. Tantisper sex menses in itinere
cucurrerunt, cum vix et tandem sextum et vigessimum mensis Octobris diem ad infe-
licissimam urbem Constantinopolim pervenimus, hoste ac ferro clausam et undique
circumseptam.

When I left Rome in May of the previous year [1452], bringing with
me neither soldiers nor substantial aid . .. I fell into adversity and bad luck.
I will not speak of every individual instance for now. And so my voyage
stretched into six months and I only managed to reach the most unfor-
tunate city of Constantinople on the twenty-sixth day of October. The
city was already under military blockade by the enemy and had been sur-
rounded on all sides.

In addition to the cardinal’s own testimony, Leonardo Giustiniani, the arch-
bishop of Lesbos,” passed on his own brief statements. Leonardo became a
close associate and admirer of Isidore, in the course of the siege. The argu-
ment can be made that Leonardo was attracted to Constantinople through
the recruiting efforts of the cardinal once the latter reached the island of
Chios. Leonardo states that much. Isidore, if one accepts Leonardo’s testimony,
recruited him by requesting his assistance in accomplishing his religious mission
to Constantinople. Also, Isidore needed his help in theological matters and in
persuading the Greeks to accept the union formally:** cum igitur reverendissimus
pater D<ominus> cardinalis Sabinensis [sc. Isidorus| pro natione Graecorum legatus,
in eius famulatum me ex Chio voca<vi>sset, ego summa cum animi mei diligentia, ut
fidem sanctae Romanae ecclesiae fortiter constanterque, uti debitum exigit, defensarem,
“and when the most reverend father, the lord cardinal of the Sabines [Isidore],
who was sent to enforce the union with the Greeks, summoned me to join his
retinue from Chios, I consented to go in order to defend, with all my mental
strength, the faith of the Holy Roman Church, as it was my duty.”

Early on, before the beginning of the siege, the Latin bishop fell under the
spell of the Greek cardinal and the two of them worked closely together there-
after.”” It is very likely that Leonardo accompanied Isidore to Constantinople
on the last leg of the latter’s voyage from Chios. Not a great deal is known about
Leonardo’s earlier career. He had been born in Chios at the beginning of the
fifteenth century or a few years earlier and he must have been close to Isidore
in age. Later in Italy, Leonardo joined the Dominicans as a student and moved
on to Perugia around 1426. He most probably came to Lesbos in July 1444, to
become the island’s archbishop. By 1449 he returned to Italy where he made
the acquaintance of numerous influential ecclesiastics and humanists, including
Cardinal Domenico Capranica, Poggio Bracciolini, and Lauro Quirini. Leon-
ardo® is placed squarely within the humanistic sphere by Cyriacus of Ancona
who had met him, as he notes in a letter of 1444:%° Vidimus et inter praeclaros
eo loco viros Leonardum, venerandum religione ac divinarum et humanarum litterarum
peritissimum hominem, quocum multis cum nobilibus splendido in symposio fuimus,*“we
saw Leonardo, one of the well-known men of that place, very reverend in his
faith and a scholar of theology and the humanities, and spent time with him
in the course of a dinner with many noblemen.” Cyriacus mentions Leonardo
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once again in a letter of 27 August 1444, which was probably composed in
Constantinople:* Hodie . . . reverendissimum patrem Leonardum, Lesbeum pontificem,
ad hanc urbem adventatem hylaritate revisimus, “today . .. when we came to that
city, we visited again, with elation, the reverend father Leonardo, the bishop of
Lesbos.” Leonardo was an ecclesiastic with strong humanistic tendencies, who
shared similar interests with that father of archaeology and epigraphy, and was
well known among the active lovers of antiquity in the quattrocento.

The difficulties (adverse atque infeliciter) that the cardinal is alluding to during
his voyage may have been partly due to unsettled weather, unsuitable for sailing
in the Aegean during the summer months. Monsoonal effects during the sum-
mer, even at present, frequently lead to a low-pressure trough over Turkey. The
weather is then characterized by what 1s now known as the meltemi (identified
with what was called in antiquity efesian/yearly) wind that flows from high-
pressure ridges over the Balkans toward the trough. During the period of the
meltemi winds, the trough may extend relatively far to the south of the Aegean,
beyond even the island of Rhodes. The prevailing pattern is encountered dur-
ing June to October, with its maximum strength in July and August. Normally,
the wind picks up in the early afternoon to a force of 4-5 Beaufort, and then
grows to 5—7 during daylight, which continues through the night. This pattern
can easily be repeated over many days, sometimes occupying a whole week.”!
By contrast, another eyewitness, Ubertino Pusculo,” reports that Isidore’s mis-
sion was assisted by fair winds that allowed him an easy passage. Obviously, Pus-
culo was unfamiliar with the actual circumstances of the cardinal’s progress. The
poet had not traveled with Isidore, whom he may not have personally met. He
writes a few years after the events and perhaps recalls the impression that Isidore
may have wished to create upon his arrival. Certainly, the Greek cardinal would
have presented a stiff upper lip and must have projected an optimistic outlook:*

Tendere ad urbem

Legatus propere rursus tu, Isidore, juberis,

Rursus si qua via est, Danaos, quae ducat in unum
Cum pastore pio, et reddat quae legibus aequis.

Actus adit, portusque capit spirante secundo
Austro Bosporeos.

You, Isidore, were ordered to hasten back and assume control of the
way by which the Danaans [Greeks| could return to the pious shepherd
[pope] and to just laws.

He [Isidore] left and reached the port at the Bosphoros [Constantinople]
supported by a favorable wind from the south.

If Pusculo is to be trusted, Isidore arrived shortly after daybreak and was received
with pomp and ceremony:* Jam roseis aurora diem detexerat alis, / Legatus puppim
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eggreditur. Cui regia turba / Ad portam primi occurunt, fidiqgue Latini: / Sublatumgque
in equo ad regem comitantu, “‘already the dawn was uncovering the day with her
rosy wings, when the legate [Isidore| disembarked. At the gate a throng from
the palace met him and the Latins [Italians] were the first to run and meet him.
He mounted a horse and was escorted to the emperor [Constantine XI].”

Despite the welcoming reception, the cardinal may have looked upon his
mission with considerable dismay. While Pope NicholasV had clearly intended
the enforcement and celebration of the union of the churches with their corol-
lary, the formal return of the Greek Church to the Catholic fold as the objec-
tive of his legate’s mission, he had failed to provide his legate with any military
force to ensure the success of the mission. His cardinal, however, had realized
that all progress in the religious situation demanded tangible proof that the
West was making preparations to relieve the deplorable state of Constantino-
ple’s defending forces against the might of the Ottoman sultan.To enhance the
possibility of success for his mission, he concluded that he had to recruit and
bring to the Greek capital a military force, even if it was necessarily a small unit.
So he took it upon himself to gather, along the way, a modest band of merce-
naries, whose salaries he may have intended to pay with funds supplied by the
Vatican for his mission. Archbishop Leonardo, the devoted friend and admirer
of Isidore, makes clear that the cardinal’s goal, as intended by the pope, was to
bring about religious union, which, from the Vatican’s point of view, need not
have implied immediate military assistance. After the fall of the city, Henry of
Soemmern, who was associated with the Vatican, reviewed the cardinal’s mis-
sion and declared it a success:*® Cardinalis autem Ruthenus [sc. Isidorus|, natione
graecus, qui per papam anno iam elapso Constantinopolim missus fuit ad inducen-
dum Graecos ut ipsi primatum Ecclesiae Romanae etiam quoad iurisdictionem <super>
ompnes ecclesias orbis recognoscerent — quod et fecit,*“the Ruthenian cardinal [Isidore],
a Greek by origin, was sent to Constantinople by the pope over a year ago in
order to persuade the Greeks about the primacy of the Church of Rome and
to make them recognize its jurisdiction over all churches in the world. He
accomplished his mission.”

The difficulties that Isidore mentions in his letter to Bessarion may also have
been related to his efforts to recruit soldiers for the defense of the Greek capital.
It would not have been an easy task. Service in the Turkish army promised to
be more lucrative, even for Christian renegades and mercenaries. The careful
preparations of the sultan had been widely advertised. Many Christians viewed
service under the imperial standard less attractive, a major financial risk, and
perhaps even certain death. The Islamic banner, when all factors are considered,
was certainly more appealing. The fact is that the huge Ottoman army included
numerous renegades and Christians in its ranks, who had been attracted to the
sultan’s camp with the prospect of booty.*® Isidore’s friend, Leonardo, com-
ments with disapproval and dismay on these “renegades” in the Ottoman camp.
Yet, the cardinal knew that he had to bring a token force in order to impress
the Greeks and to facilitate the union. Thus, on his way to the capital, Isidore
stopped at several islands, endeavoring to enlist volunteers and mercenaries to
join his retinue.
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His final stop before arriving in Constantinople was the island of Chios.
Apparently the cardinal remained on this island for some time, waiting for
the merchant owners of his Genoese ship to complete their local business
before transporting him to Constantinople. Moreover, they were anticipat-
ing the arrival of another ship so that both vessels would make their entry
into the Black Sea and on to the Genoese possession of Caffa. In all likeli-
hood, the two ships sought a greater measure of safety by forming a convoy to
pass through the Turkish occupied straits of the Dardanelles.”” While on Chios
Isidore recruited Archbishop Leonardo, who was destined to compose one of
the most influential accounts of the siege. Leonardo had a very high opinion
of Isidore and eagerly accepted the invitation to accompany him to the belea-
guered capital of the Greeks.”® Doukas also notes that Isidore recruited the
main body of his force at Chios, significantly augmenting his contingent from
the west:* kai éL06vToC €v i) vijow Xi®, petd vnog peyiotng t@v Fevovttdv,
gwoinoev Muépog ikavac . . . 6 kaddnvaiiog odv Exmv ued avtod tédv Traidv
Gypt mevimkovta pdyevce Kol ETEpove wAeioTovg €K ¢ Xiov Aativoug,“he
came to the island of Chios aboard a very large Genoese vessel and remained
there for a number of days .. . the cardinal already had about fifty Italians in his
retinue and he hired many other Latins on Chios.” The total number of men in
Isidore’s contingent is not specified by Doukas. Nicold Barbaro,” who has left
us his precious diary of the siege,*' however, specifies the size of the ship that
brought Isidore to Constantinople:** hor da poi pasadi ver quanti zorni, I'azonse
una nave che vignia da Zenova, de Zenovexi, de portada de cantara trenta sie millia
con el gardenal del Rosia, che manda el papa per dover far la union,“after a few days
had passed, a ship of thirty-six cantars came from Genoa.Aboard were Genoese
[individuals] and the cardinal of Rus’, whom the Pope had dispatched to con-
clude the union.” He specifies the exact number of Isidore’s recruits:** e dusse
con si homeni 200 fra scopetieri e balestrieri per secorso de questa zitade de Costantin-
opoli,““and he came with two hundred men, gunners and crossbowmen, to help
the city of Constantinople.”

The crossbowmen, in particular, were a precious commodity especially in the
defense of cities and this contingent must have added a much-needed force for
the defense of the walls.** Combining the statements of Doukas and the note
in Barbaro one may then conclude that the main body of Isidore’s mercenar-
ies, about 150 men, was recruited from Chios. These troops were not members
of elite units and expert warriors, but rather a motley force of questionable
martial skills. We do not know what was their exact specialty in warfare. Bar-
baro, however, adds the observations that the cardinal’s force included scopetieri
and balestrieri, gunners and crossbowmen, who were always welcome for the
defense of walled cities. With this modest force the cardinal and his convoy
sailed to Constantinople and with the meltemi winds spent they finally entered
the Golden Horn on the 26th of October.*

At long last the Constantinopolitans were presented with tangible evidence
that the West had not abandoned them.The cardinal’s small contingent implied
future aid, provided that church union was finally accomplished.To the fanatical
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anti-unionists, however, this token band of Latin mercenaries led by a Greek
cardinal in the service of the pope may have looked more like a police force,
ready to apply pressure and demand the conclusion of the union through a
force of arms. In the past, when the Greek emperor John VIII had traveled to
Italy to attend the Council of Ferrara-Florence, care had been taken to recruit
and transport to Constantinople Cretan crossbowmen,* ostensibly to enlarge
the defending force, but in reality to help the emperor’s regent maintain con-
trol over the population in the event there were ensuing riots protesting the
union of the churches. It is possible that the previous “assistance” by a force of
crossbowmen was now recalled, when the cardinal and his mercenaries entered
the city."

The days (or rather weeks) that the cardinal spent on Chios, whether detained
by meltemi winds, in addition to the wishes of the owner to await the arrival of
another ship to form a convoy to Constantinople, were profitably spent. Isidore
recruited mercenaries, summoned other associates, and probably formed new
or reinforced old contacts with the island’s magnates. We should recall that on
his escape route after the sack, noting that the island also played a major role
during the conflict, it was on Chios that he secured firm passage to Venetian
Crete, thus removing himself from the Ottoman danger.*® Once we grasp that
the cardinal put this stopover to good use, perhaps another possible link can be
made. It 1s possible that at this stage in his voyage he became aware of a band of
Italian condottieri, who were evidently acting like corsairs in the area and were,
in fact, under a cloud of suspicion in Italy. Perhaps they had been operating in
the Aegean to distance themselves from Italy and from Genoa, where numerous
inquiries concerning the band’s leader had arisen. Their leader, and in com-
mand of his own ship, was Giovanni Guglielmo Longo Giustiniani, apparently
a young man if Leonardo is to be believed, who was destined to become the
nucleus for the defense of Constantinople during the siege of 1453. He was
officially appointed commander-in-chief and was placed in charge of all land
operations in the defense of the city. He became Constantine’s @p@tooTpdtmp
or,as Leonardo correctly translates the term into Latin, imperial dux militiae.* It
was his departure, after he was twice wounded, from the fortifications about the
Pempton Gate that brought about the fall of the imperial city on the 29th of
May.** While Isidore was lingering on Chios, we are told by one Greek source®
that Giustiniani and his band were also in the vicinity of Chios. We do know
that Giovanni Guglielmo Longo had already attached himself to the albergo of
the Giustiniani of Chios,*> whose coat of arms he had assumed for himself.>?

Among the few documents that seem to refer to Giustiniani, there is a letter
written by Nicholas Soderini, Florence’s envoy in Genoa, which mentions the
secret departure of Giustiniani with 700 men.** Giustiniani may have been seek-
ing to remove himself from the jurisdiction of Italy, for charges against him were
being prepared. He may have endeavored to anticipate formal charges of piracy
and may have absconded to the Levant before he had to face formal summons.>
Eventually, Giustiniani came to Constantinople, offered his valuable, as it turned
out, services to the Greek emperor, who was delighted with the recruitment
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of the Genoese condottiere and his experienced band; they went on to form the
nucleus of the defense. What remains unclear is what attracted Giustiniani to
Constantinople. His eventual reward remains a mystery and promises, if any,
made by the emperor are not divulged in the extant sources, but contradictory
rumors were then in circulation.® In fact, we are not aware of any negotia-
tions that may have occurred prior to Giustiniani’s arrival. If any dialogues had
occurred, they were well concealed by the imperial administration.

One fact does stand out. Giustiniani and Isidore were contemporaries and
at the same site and within the vicinity on the island of Chios. Isidore was on
Chios in the fall of 1452 while Giustiniani was operating in the nearby waters.
Is it possible that the two individuals had encountered each other and that
the cardinal enticed the condottiere to communicate with the administration in
Constantinople to offer his services? Thus, was Isidore in some way responsible
for attracting Giustiniani’s valiant band to the imperial capital? Alternatively,
could he be the catalyst responsible for bringing the existence of Giustiniani’s
band to the notice of the imperial administration late in the fall or early winter
of 1452? Did he set in motion the wheels that eventually brought Giustiniani
to the city and to his destiny? It is quite possible that the cardinal was a princi-
pal in this matter and that he played some unspecified role. Or is it an accident
that the condottiere followed the cardinal to the city? The condottiere and his band
finally arrived on the 26th of January 1453,°” and were received with relief and
joy. Perhaps the Greek cardinal was instrumental in their coming.

The arrival of such an important contingent could not have come as a sur-
prise to the imperial administration. In the least, such events do not occur
without due preparation and are seldom unexpected. It is unfortunate that
Sphrantzes writes nothing of this important matter. The enlistment of Giustini-
ani and his band of mercenaries/pirates was a Constantinopolitan coup, perhaps
the last notable achievement of the imperial chancery.®® And one must wonder
whether Isidore played a significant role in the negotiations during his voyage
that brought him from Italy to Constantinople, by way of Chios, one of the
bases of Giovanni Giustiniani. The appointment of Giustiniani as commander-
in-chief proved to be a wise choice.

Isidore may have also carried a personal gift for the emperor, whose good
will he desperately needed if his ecclesiastical mission were to succeed. There
were reports in circulation that the cardinal presented the Greek emperor with
a sword. This gift, if the story does not amount to a folktale and a fabrica-
tion, has attracted the attention of numerous scholars in the recent past, who
have gone so far as to identify the cardinal’s gift with a surviving sword that
is found in the Armeria Regia in Turin. Upon its purchase in the Levant, along
with numerous other old weapons from Ottoman Turkey, there was an attempt
to provide this artifact with a glorious pedigree by identifying it as the sword
presented by Isidore to Constantine.’” The blade of the Turin sword/scimitar
displays a poetic inscription composed of two lines in fifteen-syllable meter,
a popular poetic form of Modern Greek folk poetry: 0 Pactled dntnte,
Abye Ogod waviavas, / @ Nyepovt kol wiotd avdévin Keovetovtive, “You
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invincible King, all-mighty Word of God, [and] ruler of all / to the lord and
faithful master Constantine.”

The inscription appearing in this usage does not make sense. The grammar is
confusing with an absent main verb. In fact, the inscription on the Turin blade
seems to have been added to the sword by someone who was aware of the
more complete version of the dedication that was supposedly on the original
gift by the cardinal and so it represents the “stitching together” of two lines
from a more perfect distich that was supposedly engraved on the very sword
that Isidore allegedly presented to Constantine XI. In other words, the inscrip-
tion on the blade in the Armeria Regia of Turin is a forgery, probably dating to
the nineteenth century and not earlier. The forger did not make an effort, for
whatever reason, to copy the entire poem (whose complete text is known from
elsewhere)® and only linked together two lines from it, to the detriment of
grammar and perhaps meter, as the two separate fifteen-syllable lines have been
joined into one thirty-syllable line.®’ We may speculate that the poem proved
too long for the Turin blade and, accordingly, the forger shortened the text to
a manageable size, having no qualms about the preservation of good grammar.
Aside from this flaw, an unintelligible inscription, the Turin sword belongs to
the classification of the Oriental scimitar, a well-known type that was carried
by Janissaries in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. The configuration
of the sword appears similar to the type of hunting sword that John VIII had
brought with him to Florence in 1438/39, when Pisanello beautifully sketched
it.®> Both swords are of an Oriental design, but “Constantine’s sword” lacks the
cruciform hand guard (with tips turned upward and downward) and its blade 1is
slightly wider than John’s sword. Both swords are good specimens of the Orien-
tal scimitar in the late Middle Ages and the early Renaissance. Perhaps the Turin
sword, without the inscription, even dates to the fifteenth century, but there is
no proof that Constantine ever handled it.®?

Ultimately, a major suspicion about the authenticity of the alleged sword
and the account that Isidore presented it to the emperor is the paucity, indeed
absence, of any citation about this blade in the surviving sources from that
tumultuous period. The first modern scholar to make reference to the cardi-
nal’s “gift” was A.G. Paspates, who states that Isidore presented a sword to the
emperor either before or after the celebration of the union of the churches in
Constantinople:** 0 Toidwpog EA0mV €v Kovotavtivovmorel dg iepdpyng Kol
worépapyog wpocépepe 1@ [aratordyw &ipog evpebev peta v dAocy Kol
péxpt 1000e &v Bulovtio cwlduevov, “ Isidore came to Constantinople as a
clergyman and as a warlord and presented Palaiologos with a sword, which was
found after the sack and is still preserved in Byzantium [Constantinople].” Pas-
pates then continues and quotes the following four- (and not two-) line poem
that was supposedly etched on the blade of this sword. Paspates’s version has
preserved the integrity of the fifteen-syllable meter:®

20 Bactied antte, Adye @god wavtdvos,
Nikng Bpafeio ddpnoe kath TV worepinv,
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T fyepdvt kol wiotd ovbévn Kovetavtive
Qowep wote 1) Paciiel peydrho Kovotavtive.

You invincible King, all-mighty Word of God, [and] ruler of all:
Grant victorious trophies against our enemies

To the lord and faithful master Constantine,

As you once did to Emperor Constantine the Great.

Thus the confused grammar of the inscription on the Turin blade finds its
resolution. The forger only concerned himself to record the first and third
lines of this poem, omitting, for whatever reason, line 2 which contains the
main verb and line 4 which appeals to a historical precedent. Nevertheless,
the inscriber must have been aware of the full poem as quoted by Paspates.
The Greek scholar does not supply a source for his assertion, nor does he
state whether he personally knew the whereabouts of the “genuine” sword or
why he thought it to be the authentic item. Paspates was a meticulous scholar.
That he failed to cite a document in a footnote suggests that there was no
such document. Perhaps he had examined a sword and may have become
convinced of its authenticity but proved unwilling to report further details in
an effort to safeguard the sword’s ownership or whereabouts. Another Greek
scholar investigated this matter and discovered that there were several swords
in existence in the nineteenth century with pedigrees claiming the honor of
being the genuine article. He concluded that all were forgeries, beyond any
doubt.®

The nineteenth-century Greek-speaking world witnessed a desire to recover
relics associated with the last centuries of Byzantium. There is little doubt that
this trend was related to the rebirth of the Greek nation and its accompanying
nationalism after it secured freedom from the Ottoman Empire. As for the sup-
posed sword of Constantine XI, the Greek community of Constantinople even
purchased one of these swords and presented it to Constantine, the crown prince
of Greece, on 1 December 1886, being under the impression that it was the
true sword of Constantine XI, in spite of the existence of the Turin blade and of
other scimitars claiming the same pedigree throughout the Aegean islands. Of
course, for the Greek community this gift bore the stamp of authenticity.*’ It is
painfully obvious that such authentic relics are no longer recoverable and the
alleged sword of the last emperor belongs to the realm of mythology, and does
not even qualify to be a legend. There were other swords in antiquity and in the
Middle Ages that also attracted a similar lore.®® The indisputable fact remains
that no authentic source from the fifteenth century ever mentions the sword
of the last emperor, which, in fact, becomes important long after the events of
the fall of the imperial city had been concluded, when Constantine XI himself
had been transformed into the “vanished emperor” who would return to lay
claim to his lost empire. This legend states that Constantine was not dead, but
sleeping, and that upon reawakening an angel would present to him the sword
that he carried in the last battle. It was under these emotional circumstances in
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millennial prophecies that Constantine’s sword assumed a supernatural signifi-
cance and became an essential part of the story.”’

3 Disputations

The arrival of Isidore and his contingent made it clear that at long last the
union of the churches would be enforced and celebrated. The pope, however,
remained dissatisfied with Constantinople’s lack of a unionist or of any, for that
matter, religious policy. That the Constantinopolitan court had ceased operating
a “department of religion” must have been painfully aware to all those involved.
Even in matters that pertained to Orthodoxy, state supervision appears to have
come to an end. It is a well-known fact that the lack of initiative in Byzantine
religious affairs even puzzled, in the last decades, the Orthodox Muscovite Rus’,
who had shown remarkable restraint when they officially asked the Greeks on
more than one occasion for guidance on ecclesiastical matters and waited in
vain for a reply from the patriarch to address the issues; the answers the Rus’ had
requested never came.”” The fact remains that no effective religious administra-
tion had functioned in Constantinople since the last days of John VIII. This can
turther be seen in the simple matter of the coronation of Constantine XI, who
was never formally crowned emperor.”! Constantine personally embraced the
religious harmony restored at Ferrara-Florence and had individually espoused
Catholicism,” while he had taken no steps to conclude the union in his capital
and had further allowed complete freedom to the anti-unionists to thunder
their anathemas in public without restraint.”

Nevertheless, there were problems between the Vatican and Constantinople,
problems that went beyond the sphere of theology and dogma. There were
actual administrative issues within the Greek Church that the pope wished to
resolve before he committed himself to supplying military and financial aid™
for the beleaguered capital of Constantine. One of the thorny questions con-
cerned the exiled unionist patriarch of Constantinople and the fact that there
was no patriarch at the moment sitting in the imperial city. At the conclusion
of his letter, the pope urged the emperor, among other things, to reinstate the
unionist patriarch to his throne, who had abandoned his charge earlier, when he
had realized that nothing could be accomplished in the face of stubborn anti-
union opposition and a lack of support from the court. Thus in August of 1451,
Patriarch Gregory III Mamas’ abandoned his see and sought sanctuary with
the pope in Rome.”® Further, in his letter to the emperor the pope demanded
the restoration of the patriarch with full authority:”

wpatte 6wog o0 Kootaviivovmorewg watpiipyng [['pnyodpilog]
glg tov gavtod Emavnéel Opdvov, kol Emavikovtl oid®d Kol TV
Kol Y@wokonv wavtag dwmovépely dlatafoug, 6omv el Kot Adyov
apylepotikod a&idpotog, dote unkétt Tov &v a&ig dvta toanTn Kabdmep
TVOL TOV e0TeEA®V igpémv didyewv tov Biov, GAL @¢ Ol OV dAnOT
Kovotavivovmoremg watptapymv.
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See to it that the Patriarch of Constantinople [Gregory]| returns to his
throne as you issue orders that all should obey him with the appropriate
respect and honor that is reasonably demanded by his high ecclesiastical
post, and so that he no longer lives as if he were some humble priest, but as
is his due as the true Patriarch of Constantinople.

This demand must have been well known to all, for the letter’s contents appear
to have been divulged. Thus Doukas was also aware of these two demands but,
remarkably, he suggests that it was the emperor who initiated these questions
and asked for the help of the Vatican to put an end to the Greek troubles. It was
the emperor, according to Doukas, who asked the pope to send his representa-
tive to put an end to the religious schism and enforce the terms of the Council
of Ferrara-Florence:”

0 Bactiedg N oteiag &v Popn mpolofav, aitdv Bondewav kai dwog
ovvteddot T opovoig Kol Evadoet 1) yeyovvig év DAmpevtig kal Adfn
T0 pvnpocvvov 6 wawag &v T MeydAn ExkAncig. kai 0 watpiipyng
Ipnyoplog Emaveredoetar &v 1@ Opove o0TOD. KOl LETOKOAEITO TIVOG
apuésbot Tdv 100 wmawa, dSwmg gipnvevon v dowovdov ExOpav tod
oylopoTog.

In the meantime the emperor [Constantine XI| had taken care to send [a
message| to Rome, asking for help and for an alliance in accordance with
the agreement and the union that had been achieved in Florence so that
the pope’s name be commemorated in the Great Church [Santa Sophia]; in
this way Patriarch Gregory will return to his throne. So he invited some of
the pope’s men to come and make peace by eliminating the endless enmity
created by the schism.

The problem has become rather complicated, as we are uncertain concern-
ing the status of the patriarchal office after the departure of Gregory. If we
comprehend the surviving contemporary Greek literature, we have to con-
clude that the post remained vacant after the departure of Gregory until the
fall of Constantinople, although some scholars adhere to the notion that an
Athanasios I occupied the seat in 1450,” but the literature on the subject is
unconvincing. It was only after the fall that a Greek patriarch with expanded
powers was appointed in Constantinople under the Osmanli administration
as the head to the Greek minority within the Ottoman state.*” No Orthodox
patriarch appears to be in charge immediately before or during the siege. This
view is underscored by the papal demand that Gregory had to be restored to
his previous position with full authority. And yet there have survived rumors,
with modern scholarly debate on this issue. These rumors purport that others
somehow had occupied the seat. The main culprit in this “invention” of a suc-
cessor to Gregory in Constantinople is, to a large extent, Nestor-Iskander,?!
who composed the Slavonic eyewitness siege of the fall.*> He had been present
in the Ottoman camp but at some point early on before the onset of the siege,
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he managed to escape, entered the city, and joined the defenders.® It is in this
Slavonic narrative that curious comments are encountered relative to an exist-
ing patriarch. Nestor-Iskander relates that during the siege there was a council
attended by the emperor, his nobility, the senate, and the patriarch.®* Elsewhere®
he relates that the patriarch was in charge at Santa Sophia during prayers. He
even portrays the patriarch in Santa Sophia receiving the conquering sultan;*
at this point Nestor-Iskander even identifies the patriarch as Anastasios. It is to
Patriarch Anastasios, we are told, that the sultan entrusted the head of the slain
emperor Constantine XI to be encased and preserved in gold and silver.’” To
complicate matters further the patriarch’s name also appears as “Athanasios.”®
Was there really an Anastasios/Athanasios in charge of the Patriarchate after
the departure of Gregory III? It is also possible that Nestor-Iskander erred and
assumed that a high cleric was the patriarch. It has been speculated that Nestor-
Iskander may have mistakenly believed that Isidore himself was the patriarch of
Constantinople, given the fine robes that he wore because of his high rank.*
The fact remains, understandably, that all our reliable Greek sources do not
mention a patriarch and that Sphrantzes, with connections to the court and the
emperor, seems certain that there was no patriarch, as he had advised Constan-
tine XI to appoint Isidore to the position of Greek patriarch of Constantinople,
and that would have complemented his existing (papal) title of Latin Patriarch
of Constantinople. It, therefore, would have made him the highest cleric in the
Greek Church.”

Thus Sphrantzes is explicit about the solution that he proposed to the prob-
lem of the vacant patriarchal throne, but, of course, he failed to address the papal
demand that Gregory be restored and failed to recognize Isidore’s title as Latin
Patriarch of Constantinople:*!

gvpebévtog kai yap 10D kKapdnvariov Poociag gic v [16Aw, pécog €ym
woap’ odTod yéyova €ig TOV doidov Kol pokoapitny avbEviny pov Tov
Bactiéa, va yévntatl maTpipyme. Kol Té Kol T YEvovTal mop avTod Kol
10D T0TE WATA, 1| KAV €K SEVLTEPOV VAL uvNpoveLdij 6 wWawog.

The cardinal of Rus’ happened to be in the City and I argued, as his inter-
mediary, to my late lord, the emperor, that he should be appointed patri-
arch in the hope that various advantages would come from him and then
the pope, or at least that the name of the pope should be commemorated.

Thus Sphrantzes does not even allude to the possibility of Gregory’s restora-
tion that had been explicitly demanded by the pope. It is possible that one of
the reasons that directed the emperor to reject his friend’s advice was that the
situation would be complicated even further if he appointed Isidore to the post
as the titular head of the Greek Church while Gregory was still alive. Also, it
would have created additional problems within the papacy, for two individuals
loyal to the pope would then hold the same oftice, and this conflict could have
postponed or at least protracted the anticipated aid from the West.””> Neverthe-
less, the fact remains that Gregory was never reinstated in the imperial capital,
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even when Constantine yielded to other papal demands and even formally
celebrated the union.

Sphrantzes, who had advocated the appointment of Isidore to the vacant
patriarchal throne of the Greek capital, has preserved a picture of the deplorable
situation that plagued the court in those turbulent days and takes the oppor-
tunity to explain why, in his own view, his suggestion was eventually rejected:
Constantine was concerned about an actual civil war breaking out if Isidore
were to ascend to the patriarchal throne:”

Kol WOAMMY AOYoV kol POVATS kol pehétng yevopévng £60&e 1@ Aodinw
Boaotlel dtL 1O €v v Aelyn DOVTEADG, S1OTL WATPLAPYOV YEVOUEVOL EVi
ypeio wavteg, | v meilbovtar adtd, i ExOpa va yévnror Kol wolepog
pécov ovtod Kol TdV ) welopévov avtdv. Kol gig tolodTov Kapdy,
owob pig EmepPaivel EEwBev woOAeNOG, va Exopey Kol Ecwbev wOAENOV,
WOCOV KOKOV.

After many deliberations and consultations, the late emperor decided to
abandon the first alternative [sc. the appointment of Isidore to the patri-
archal post|, since the appointed patriarch required the obedience of all;
otherwise riots and war would ensue between him and those who were
unwilling to obey. Especially at this time, when we were facing war from
without, what a misfortune to have a war within!

Perhaps the decision to remove Isidore from consideration for the eccle-
siastical seat and to abandon the whole matter altogether amounted to yet
another concession of Constantine to the anti-unionist mob. Sphrantzes states
that Constantine rejected the elevation of Isidore in order to avoid strife within
the capital. Isidore himself never hints, in his surviving letters, that he was ever
under consideration for the post, as part of his mission was to reconfirm Greg-
ory. Isidore never states anything about another possible patriarch in Constan-
tinople and only announces to the pope in his first letter” to him (dated 15
July 1453)% that he had succeeded in commemorating the name of Gregory:
commemorabatur . . . reverendissimus patriarcha Gregorius, qui non solum tempore quo
fuit in Constantinopoli in nulla altera ecclesia, verum et<<iam> in suo monasterio nequa-
quam commemorabatut, verum . . . tota urbs eum commemorabatur,*‘the most reverend
Patriarch Gregory . .. was commemorated; during his residence in Constan-
tinople he was never commemorated in any church, not even in his own mon-
astery, but . . . the whole city commemorated him.”

Soon after the arrival of Isidore in the imperial city,”® Constantine, under
pressure from the pope’s legate who insisted on completing his mission,”
ordered the leaders of the anti-unionists to assemble and to begin discussions
for the acceptance of the union of churches at an early date in November.”
In all likelihood, the emperor was displeased with this turn of events, for he
knew that the majority of his clerics and his subjects was opposed to the union
and to the terms that the cardinal had come to enforce. Doukas is explicit on
this point:” RABov &ig Tod¢ évioeng Adyovg, kai evpav [sc. Toidmpog] Tov
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Baoctléa €ig T0UTO KOTOVEDGAVTO KOl LEPIKOVS TAV TTiG EKKANGiag, “then the
matter of union arose and he [sc. Isidore] discovered that the emperor and
some members of the clergy were willing to accept the union.” To empha-
size his point, Doukas explains that at this time very few clergymen favored
church union and that the emperor himself only pretended to be a supporter
for union:'” 10 WAeloTOV 0DV pPéPOG TOD iEPaTIKOD KO pOVOL(tkoD TéyHOTOG,
Nyovuevot, apyyavdpitat, povalovoat, — Tt Aéyw, 10 wAelotov!, . . . 00delg £E
A@WAVTOV. Kol 00TOG 0 POCIAEDG BEWAUOHEVOG KATEVEVGEY, “the majority of
the hierarchy and monastic orders, abbots, archimandrites, nuns (why do I say
‘the majority’? What I mean to say is the absolute majority!) . .. there was not
a single individual among this group in agreement. The emperor himself only
pretended to agree.” Doukas seems to be reporting rumors that must have been
circulating in the city at the time. The impression that Constantine’s support
of the union was merely a pretense must have persisted in Constantinople,'”!
as it even reached the cardinal’s circle, and Leonardo voiced similar concerns.
Leonardo was convinced that even when the union was concluded and cel-
ebrated, the Greeks had been totally insincere, as he succinctly described,
in a memorable phrase, the Greek view of the union as fiction and not fact
(non . .. facta . .. sed ficta).'”

The kind reception that the emperor accorded to the legate did not con-
form to the sentiments and the absence of a warm welcome that he received
from the anti-unionists who were clearly alarmed at his arrival. Their reaction
is best gauged by the remarks of their leader, the obstinate Georgios Scholarios.
On the day of the cardinal’s arrival in Constantinople, Scholarios published a
manifesto that lamented the future. This polemical tract was pinned to the door
of his cell and in all likelihood it attracted great numbers of anti-unionists, who
must have gathered before his cell while a literate person read aloud the con-
tents. The very title of this opusculum demonstrates that it was directed against
the cardinal, even though no mention of Isidore by name is made within the
body of the work:'” todto @poonAdOn ] BVPE 0D dwpotiov AwoO THG A
Nogpfpiov peta 10 MOV OV Kopdvdtov, “this [work] was nailed on the
door of his cell'™ since November 1st, after the cardinal’s arrival.” It concludes
by making his intentions plain: Scholarios would never yield and would never
accept church union, for in his view such actions amounted to a separation
from God.'»

As leader of the anti-unionist circles, Georgios Scholarios wrote of the
meeting that had been arranged, and perhaps even enforced by imperial
command. He also makes clear in the preamble to the speech that this was
their first, presumably public, meeting. Earlier, the “cardinal had arranged
everything in private.”'’ The anti-unionist faction again proved uncoopera-
tive and maintained its militant refusal to entertain any possibility of accom-
modation:'” éA06vTog T0D Agydrov [Iowddpov] év Kovotavtivovmorel Kai
vtog, Kai avaykny Ema&avtog 1@ Pactrel mepl TG EvDoE®S, cuvay0EvTeg
ol Ymoyeypappévol oplopd PoctMkd wOARAKIG &v T TOoD ZEvAOAD
Aeyouéve woAATI®, TOVTNV TV AmOKpLoy dedmkact 1@ Paciiel, “then the
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legate [sc. Isidore] came to the city; while he was there, he compelled the
emperor to do something about the union; and so the following people
frequently convened on a number of occasions, by imperial decree, in the
so-called Palace of Xylalas,'” and gave an answer to the emperor with their
signatures appended to it.” Isidore does not allude to these proceedings and
does not mention the names of the individuals who maintained their anti-
union stance. Thus in the letter he wrote to the pope from Crete Isidore only
identifies Scholarios, but not his eight associates:'"” Attamen Scolarius ille at
alii octo monachorum sociorum suorum una cum eo unione praefate abalienaverunt se,
“nevertheless Scholarios and eight monks, his associates, kept away from the
aforementioned union.” The list''"” of the outspoken enemies of Catholicism
cited by Scholarios includes Silvestros Syropoulos (the Greek historian of the
Council of Ferrara-Florence),'"! Neophytos,''? and Agallianos. The latter has
left us an account of the anti-unionist view of the proceedings that had been
initiated by Isidore. Agallianos does not have kind words for the cardinal and
for Isidore’s seven individuals, whom Agallianos believed to be the cardinals’

close associates:'"?

10 &v Pwoiag Towddpo wovnpov wvedua, Kol Etepa £mTA TG OVNPIag
wvedpato AoPoupevov, Emeotpdtevce Ko MudV kol GEOOPaV THV
£€podov épyacauevov, KAOS@VE te EENyetpe pdio devdv, @pog dv odK
ioyvoav dvtioyelv ol woAAoi, GAAQ TNV €€ NudV VY d1dacKoAiay wopd
oadlov Bépevol §| dyvoig kKAawmévieg | OB kataceicbivieg 1 Pig
WOPAGVPEVTEG, AmAVTES EYEVOVTO TOD Kapod WANY EudV, A&y, . . . GAAL
310 Todto NADEV 1) OpyT Tod B=0d wi ToVC Viovg Tiig dmedeiog.

The wicked spirit within Isidore of Rus’ allied itself with seven other
wicked spirits, and marched against us. They prepared and launched
a mighty attack against us. It amounted to a great sea storm, which the
majority proved unable to resist. And so they managed to pervert, steal
through ignorance, shake through fear, and bring down through violence,
our correct interpretation and lead all astray at that time, all, except us,
I mean. ... But God’s wrath fell upon these sons of disobedience.

On the other hand, under pressure from the court, the nobility supported Con-
stantine’s Realpolitik and sought a compromise to this problem. Contrary to the
prevailing notion in modern scholarship, the leader of the nobility, the grand
duke Loukas Notaras, labored on behalf of church union and parted company
with his old friend Scholarios.!™* The exact time frame for their disagreement
may be pinpointed to a letter'” that Scholarios sent to the grand duke, in
which he outlines his reasons why he would never support the union. By then
the cardinal had arrived and the court had taken a reasonable course of action
that would lead to church union. Scholarios must have depended on Notaras’s
support of his cause and he was probably surprised by the reply. In fact, the
disagreement must have disturbed Scholarios, for he refers to it in his letter to
the anti-unionist clerics that were about to hold discussions with the cardinal in
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November. Scholarios had retained copies of his correspondence and was able

to quote the grand duke’s rebuke of his actions verbatim:''®

évi kol wap  uol 10 Toov 10D yphppotog Ekeivov, Kol O péyag dovE
GVTEUVOGE oL OVK 018 WO ety Kowiig, WaTEp, HTL TO PLVNUOGLVOY
100 Whwo, wEPLESTN va 0007, Kol ddvvatov dAl®s yiveshat. cwlopévov
yobv 6Tt va undev Eumodiong, 610t 00OV avioelg, av xpniing va EAong
VA GUVTOYNG VO TO WO GMUEV.

I do have a copy of my letter [to Notaras]. The grand duke replied in
the following manner:“You are laboring in vain, Father, as the pope’s name
will be commemorated. It has been decided. It cannot be otherwise. Make
sure that you do not create any obstacles, for you will accomplish nothing;
but do come, if you can, and contribute to its fulfillment.”

Notaras seems to have been a key element in the campaign of the anti-
unionists who clearly wished to gain his support. Scholarios was not the sole
person who paid attention to him. There were others and there is evidence that
Scholarios’s right-hand man and associate, Theodoros Agallianos, also carried
on a campaign to attract the attention of the grand duke. Agallianos composed
a treatise in which he “reworked” the Greek unionist’s thesis that he had writ-
ten in support of the Latin dogma.'"” Although there is no internal evidence in
Agallianos’s speech to indicate the date of the composition, we would not be in
error to conjecture that it was written at this time, during the period of debates.
In this address Agallianos takes the opportunity to praise the grand duke’s patri-
otism and personal qualities, and then continues, in flattering terms, to seek his

patronage for the anti-unionists:'"®

TOV pev eig Tov évdofotatov péyav dodkav [sc. Aovkdv Notapdv]
gykopiav yapv opoloy®d ocOV @Aol Tolg GAAOIG aOT® KOWQ TE Yap
dwavteg 0peilopey T0G XAPpLTog T T0100T® Avopl, mPobiu® e HVTL WEPL
T KOO Kol EmOEENT, Kol 10ig EkaoTtog d1d TV WPOg £KAcTOV ghvolay
avToD, KOOV @PLTOVEIOV 0VTOV dyafod kol whong ypeiog kai fonbdeiog
EKGGTOV TOPUGYOUEVED.

I also along with all others, sing the praises of the grand duke [Loukas
Notaras]. In common do we all owe a debt to such a man who is well
disposed to our commonwealth and to good works. In private, each of us
owes a debt due to his kindness that has been directed at each, as he has
offered himself to be the treasury of goodness, providing all help and aid.

It is also interesting to observe that along with Agallianos, Scholarios, in
all likelihood at this time, also composed a work, in which he specifically
attacked Ioannes Argyropoulos and his Catholic views. This work survives and
is titled: 700 Avtod [ evvadiov o0 Zyolopiov| wepi v Ayyédawv Wpog v t0d
Apyvpowodlov I'vouny Avtipepouevov, By the Same | Gennadios Scholarios] Con-
cerning the Angels, Opposing the Opinion of Argyropoulos."” Thus both of the chief
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proponents of the anti-unionist camp composed works that were personally
directed against loannes Argyropoulos. It is clear from our sources that Argyro-
poulos had been the recipient of imperial munificence for a substantial period
of time. The court had financially supported his teaching school — the Acad-
emy in Constantinople — during the reigns of two emperors.”” Furthermore,
he had served as an imperial judge for some time, kpttrg 100 dnpociov THg
Kovotaviivovmoreme, “public judge of Constantinople,” and as an dpywv t@v
EKKANG1®DV, “lord of Churches.”'?! In addition, he had been a devout Catholic,
who knew Latin well and had received an advanced degree, a doctorate, from
the University of Padua,'?* where had been granted the title of provost/rector,'*
and had become well versed in the scholastic methods of argumentation. While
Agallianos was a close ally of Scholarios, Argyropoulos was the right hand to
Isidore and probably the chief proponent of union who also could argue well
and in accordance with the rules of scholastic logic for which the Latin West
had become famous. He knew how to win arguments employing logic in the
western fashion, a method that was unfamiliar to the Greeks. Thus, it would
not be unreasonable to suppose that Argyropoulos, who had also attracted the
attention of the grand duke Notaras,'** was the chief advocate for the union
camp, especially in disputations. Perhaps it was the influence of Argyropoulos
and his arguments, in addition to Realpolitik, that convinced the grand duke to
suggest to Scholarios that “he was laboring in vain”'? in his opposition to the
union.

The arrival of Isidore created considerable confusion within the anti-
unionist camp. Apparently, the anti-unionists were delighted with the court’s
inactivity thus far. It soon became apparent, however, that the cardinal was
going to press the matter of church union and his opponents charged that he
was enforcing his will in haste and perhaps with the help of the Venetians and
the Genoese in Constantinople.'* Thus his arrival created further polarization
within a city that was already perilously divided, and whose independent exist-
ence was more in question. But it was a matter of accepting union, which, it
was hoped, would bring aid for political and military survival, or the converse
of rejecting union, which would produce the urban center’s inability to resist
the overwhelming numerical superiority of the enemy.'” The Greek cardinal
brought reinforcements and then insisted upon the complete satisfaction of
the pope and of Catholic Europe.The emperor had to agree to these demands,
for he was well aware of the dangers that his capital was about to face. Liter-
ally, it was a matter of survival. Consequently, the anti-unionists began to feel
some pressure. The inevitable rumors must have linked the name of Isidore
with the patriarchal throne, especially since Sphrantzes and his friends in court
favored Isidore’s appointment to the post. Scholarios retired or perhaps he was
urged to do so and then was encouraged to confine himself to a monastery.
Clearly, by then he had become a persona non grata at court. From his cell at the
Pantokrator Monastery'?® before he had taken monastic vows and then from
the Kharsianites Monastery as a monk, the indignant Scholarios directed a
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thunderous campaign with a torrent of proclamations inciting the mob against
the court.

Scholarios refused to participate in this gathering sponsored by the court
but he kept a watchful eye over its proceedings.'” He issued a written report'’
to enumerate what he thought were the best ways to defend the faith; the
anti-unionists who had participated, among them Syropoulos and Agallianos,
undoubtedly studied his report. This report has survived and perhaps we may
form an impression of what was being discussed by the issues that interested
Scholarios; otherwise, no “minutes” or acta have survived. Scholarios’s report
bears the following explanatory note instead of a proper title:

TOUTO €0TOAN TOIG EKKANGLOOTIKOWG, TA MHEYOA® EKKANGapyn TO
TBéoTp Kol T® peyAo yapto@OAaKL T AyaAlavd, T Nuépe 7
gumvodnoav ol &kkAnclacTtikol gic 10D ZVA0AL TO WaldTIov. Koi v ot
N WPDTN POPL LETA, TO GVOKEVAGOT VAL WAvTa IdiMS d1d ToD Kapdtvariov
Kol T@V TPV apylepémv tod Eviavtod tovtov. T1j 18" Noegufpiov.

This [report/composition/letter| was sent to the officials of the church,
the grand ckklesiarkhes Silvestros [Syropoulos] and the grand archivist
[Theodoros| Agallianos, on the day that these church officials were sum-
moned to the Xylalas palace. This was the first occasion after the cardinal
[Isidore] especially and the three high clergymen of this year had made all
arrangements. On the 15th of November.

In this composition Scholarios submits all the arguments he could muster
to demonstrate that the Council of Ferrara-Florence had been in error and he
turther points out the “innovations” that the Catholic Church had adopted
and had thus departed from the ancient faith. In the process he alludes to the
plight of Constantinople but he sees greater perils in church union and the
secular survival of his city is of secondary importance to him. He again refers
to his previous declarations that were of no actual value to the defense for the
upcoming siege:"*! wepl 8¢ 100 cvppépovtog i [1odel Aéyw, 611 1| copia
¢ [ToAemg ékelvd Eotv @ EMdANGa &v 1@ povaotnpio tod Iavtokpdtopog,
€l &yivovto kal £t &l yeviicovtat, Kol 003&v Etepov, “in regard to what is good
for the city [Constantinople] I say that salvation for the City consists in what
I said at the Monastery of the Pantokrator, if they have come about or will
come about. I say nothing else.” He continues to insist that he has provided a
detailed report and has demonstrated that the emperor and the court were in
error in yielding to the cardinal’s demands:'*

ET1 éunvuca 1@ peybho Sovki, pdddov 8 Eypaya &v mAGTEL, OC 010EV
0 TWIOTATOG HEYOS EKKANGCLAPYNG Kol O TYWIMTOTOS SUKOLOQVANS, VO,
avoeépn 1@ Pactiel, 6t d fovloviol molElv Eyovcty dmwoav Kokov Ek Bgod
Kol avOpdweV oikeinv Kol £EmTeptk®v Kai EX0pdV Kol €K cupudywv, Kol
olte voig Eotat Todta, ovte i Evootg obte Eotatl wAEOV 1) EKKANGia TG
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Kovetavivovmoremg &v Ady® 101G 0pHodo&olg awmod tod viv, £0v TadTa
ovpwmepavidoy obtmg dg Boviecte. édtnoa EA06vTog ToD KapdvaAiov
€000¢, GAL" 0Ok NBeAcate, TODTO WAALY AEY® Kol GLpPoVAEV®, Vi EAO®
€15 10 woAdTIoV, Kol dg Eve al Tpelg TaEelg TV WOMTAV, 1] GUYKANTOG, 1
gkkAnoia, Kol 1) woAtteia, g EAOT Kol O KopdvdAlog Kol peta Bevetikmv
kol [evovttdv 6covg Povintat, Kol va deiém wdg Tovto O Katemeiyel O
Kopdvaliog Evi gic OAa Ta pépN AGVUPOPOV.

I even sent a message, or rather I wrote in extenso, to the grand duke
[Loukas Notaras], as the most honorable grand ekklesiarkhes [Syropoulos]
and the most honorable dikaiophylax'> know, to report to the emperor
[Constantine XI] that what they wish to accomplish will invite every evil
from God, from men, from friends, and from external enemies. Conse-
quently, neither union nor non-union will result. The Church of Constan-
tinople will no longer exist for the Orthodox from this point on, if you
enact your wishes. The moment the cardinal [Isidore] arrived, I made a
request that you did not accept. Again I say and advise: allow me to come
to the palace. Let there be present the three civil classes (the senate, the
church, and the state); let the cardinal come with as many Venetians and
Genoese as he wishes. I will demonstrate that what the cardinal is in a
hurry to accomplish will bring no advantage to anyone.

That is the prime argument of his report and is directed against Isidore’s actions,
whose presence in Constantinople Scholarios clearly resented and he associated
Isidore with the Italians.

The only arrangement the anti-unionists were willing to accept, in the
final analysis, was their own position, which required the abandonment of the
decisions concluded at the Council of Ferrara-Florence. Three times they had
pressed their agenda that included the demand to re-argue the conclusions of
Ferrara-Florence and endlessly tried to gain more favorable terms for them-
selves, that is, for the Church of Constantinople. They implied that they had not
been at liberty to express their true positions at Ferrara-Florence and they now
wished to do so by applying surgical procedures to the decisions that had been
taken and had been accepted in Italy."** In addition, they demanded that west-
ern help to defend Constantinople should be divorced from the papal demand
that church union be accepted and enforced.

We do not know from the surviving Greek sources who were the Greek
supporters and associates of Isidore during these tense and acrimonious dispu-
tations. The accounts that survive all derive from the circle of Scholarios and
the fanatical faction. Isidore’s own thoughts have not survived, but evidently
he dispatched frequent reports to the Vatican on the state of the ecclesiastical
problems at this point in time.'* Leonardo, however, supplies a few hints when
he complains about the ecclesiastical entanglements in Constantinople:'*

Intellexi plane, praeter Argyropilum, artivm magistrum, Theophilumque Palaeologo
hieromonacosque quosdam paucos et alios laicos, quod ambitio Graecos quasi omnes
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captivasset, ut nemo esset qui zelo fidei vel salutis suae motus primus videretur fieri
by velle suae quasi opinionis et pertinaciae contemptor.

[ realized clearly that besides [[oannes] Argyropoulos' (the liberal stud-
ies professor and Catholic priest), Theophilos Palaiologos,'*® and a certain
few hieromonks, as well as some lay persons, almost all Greeks had fallen
victim to vanity. Consequently, there was no one who appeared motivated
by religious enthusiasm or by the salvation of his soul to disregard opinion
and obstinacy.

Leonardo further expresses his own resignation, as he found it personally
impossible to reason with and come to terms with the Greeks:"* captabam per-
inde et mores et naturam Graecorum argumentisque sanctorum theologum dictis agebam
intelligere quod eorum esset studium, quod propositum, quae rationes, quis finis eos a
vera intelligentia debitaque oboedientia vel revocabant vel retrahebant,*1 tried to get a
grasp of the customs and the character of the Greeks and tried to understand
what they really wanted through the arguments and statements of their saintly
theologians, as well as what they intended to do, especially their reasons that
would keep them from an actual understanding and prevent them from the
customary obedience.”

Leonardo assigns personal motives for the Greek rejection of Catholic dogma,
even though he believed that the Greeks saw the validity of the Catholic posi-
tion. Thus the thorny matter of the procession of the Holy Spirit, the notorious
filioque, was discussed and even though the Latin view was well presented, most
likely with scholastic logic, whose art the Greeks had not mastered, Leonardo
attributed the Greek rejection of the Catholic position to the obstinate charac-
ter of Scholarios and his partisans:'*

ex una parte ad fatendum articulum Sancti Spiritus urgebat eos conscientia, ex
altera, ne meliorem Latini quam Graeci de veritate fidei intelligentiam habere cre-
dentur, elationis tumor eos adducebat. Verum, quoniam nec ratio nec auctoritas nec
variae Scholarii, Isidori Neophytique opiniones adversus Romanae Ecclesiae fidem
Stare poterant.

On the one hand their own conscience was leading them to accept
the article of [the procession] of the Holy Spirit but, on the other hand,
inflated pride compelled them to believe that the Latins could not have a
better understanding of the true faith than the Greeks. Neither their rea-
soning nor their authority, not even the various opinions of Scholarios, of
Isidore [the hieromonk], and of Neophytos, could hold their own against
the faith of the Roman Church.

After the decision was reached at the imperial court to accept, then to
celebrate publicly, and to enforce the union,'' even without anti-unionist
approval,’ the poisoned atmosphere in Constantinople became extremely
polarized and public opinion became unfriendly, if not downright hostile to the
imperial court. The imperial administration appears to have lost control over its
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own subjects, the vast majority of whom increasingly turned toward Scholarios
for guidance and advice. Scholarios’s most famous and most powerful mani-
festo appeared on 27 November, twelve days after the gathering at Xylalas, but
before the formal celebration of the union.'** We are left with the impression of
a vast organization that Scholarios had assembled and was at his disposal, as in
its very title the manifesto declares:'** “the present [document] was distributed
throughout the entire city in numerous copies, six months before the capture
[of Constantinople]| that took place on May 29.” He addresses this document
to the noble citizens of Constantinople and to all clergymen and lay members,
101G €0yeveotdtolg wolitalg tfg Kovotaviivoomdrens dmacty iepouévolg
Kol KOGUIKOLG, “to the most noble citizens of Constantinople; to all the mem-
bers of the clergy and the lay” In this intractable text Scholarios sought to
justify his actions and he stubbornly insisted that he had remained loyal to his
emperor and to his homeland, at least in his Orthodox way:'*

€l pn @ob® TNV gipNyNV TOV EKKANGLOY KAl TV OpOVOLAY TAV YPLoTIOVAV
A@WAVTOV, GAAQ TNV GANOWIY Kol TVELUATIKNY Kol EKKANGLOUGTIKNV
dwaiav kol cotiplov, un gipnvevdein pot 1 {on. &l pu @Anpopopel pe
10 cLVELdES OTL OpOOVY €oTL KOl AdEKOGTOV WPOG TE TOV PactAéa KAl TV
watpida Kol Vpdg wavtag Kol 10img Ekactov €v ayamn EIMKPIVEL, un
ocvyyopioai pot tag apaptiog 6 Koplog.

If I do not desire peace between the Churches and harmony among all
Christians (a true spiritual harmony of ecclesiastical justice and salvation),
may I never find peace in my lifetime. If my motives are not righteousness
and justice for my emperor, for our homeland, and for all of you (as I have
sincere affection for each one of you), may the Lord never forgive my sins!

Doukas also relates Scholarios’s retirement and his campaign against church
union that he continued from within his monastic cell. He relates that after
the Xylalas deliberations had concluded the anti-unionists (whom Doukas
styles “schismatics”) flocked to the cell'* of Scholarios and begged for instruc-
tions: " 101€ 10 oYLOROTIKOV péPOG EAOOV &V Tij povi] tod Ilavtokpdropog v
T K€M 10D [evvadiov, t00 wote ['ewpyiov Zyorapiov, Ereyov avtd. “koi
Nuelg ti womompev;,” “at that time the schismatic party came to the Monas-
tery of the Pantokrator, to the cell of Gennadios (who was formerly known as
Georgios Scholarios) and kept asking him: ‘And what are we to do?’”” Accord-
ing to Doukas, Scholarios then decided to publish a written declaration, stat-
ing his own convictions, cast in the form of advice: 010G 8¢ [0 XyoAdprog]
gykhetoBelg Kol yaptnv Aafov Kol ypawog Tty yvounv odtod, dud ypaetg
€01A0L TNV cupPovAny, “but he [Scholarios] locked himself in [his cell], took
paper, and wrote his opinion. In the written piece he revealed his advice.” It 1s
not certain that Doukas has the same declaration in mind that has been pre-
served and was published on the 27th of November “throughout the entire
city”” But given the position in Doukas’s narrative, between the Xylalas meeting
and the formal celebration of the union, perhaps we can assume that Doukas
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is speaking of the manifesto, whose numerous copies were widely distributed.
The problem, however, is that the declaration that Doukas attributes to Scho-
larios 1s much shorter than the one that has been preserved independently in
Scholarios’s opus. It is possible that Doukas provided a summary of the actual
composition that was attributed to him by the Greeks after the fall (while he
was conducting his interviews with survivors of the sack, as he happens to men-
tion in this same section).'*® The passage of time, the events of the siege, and
the period of captivity had undoubtedly affected and colored the memory of
those informants, who probably furnished Doukas with the gist of the original
detailed composition and not with an accurate verbatim quote. Doukas himself
supplies the qualifier obt®c, “in such a way,” to indicate that he is not reproduc-
ing the exact text of the declaration. Alternatively, it is possible that Scholarios
produced two different versions: one intended for the educated nobility and
one for the general public who did not feel comfortable with his ancient Greek
phrasing. It is quite plausible that if this is actually the case, then the shorter
composition, with easier grammar and less archaic vocabulary, cited by Doukas,
was intended for the general and ill-educated public.

Doukas’s shorter version of Scholarios’s declaration preserves the original
spirit of the irascible monk that we encounter in the longer version within
Scholarios’s transmitted opus:'*

0 Ypagévta obv &dnAovy obtmg. dOAor Popoion, €ig i dmloviOnte Kkoi
awepakpovate €k thg EAmidog tod 0god kol NAmicate €ig v dvvouy
@V Opyyov kai oOv tf) [Tokel, &v 1 pédder eOapival, xdcote Kol THv
evoéfetdy cog; Thewg pot, Kdpie. poptopouat Evamiov Xov, 6t a0DOC
glul 700 TO0VTOV WTOIoHATOC. YvhoKeTe, GOAOL WOATTaL, Ti WOLETE;
Kol 6OV T® oiypoAoTiopd, 0¢ péAlel yevéabat gic vudg, Exdoote Kol TO
BATPOTAPEO0TOV GEPOG KOl dporoynoate TV AcEPEOV. odal DUV &V T®
KkpivecHat.

His written composition ran in such a way:“Wretched R omans [Greeks]:
to what purpose have you gone astray and have distanced yourselves from
God’s hope and you place all hope on the might of the Franks [Europeans]
and together with the city [Constantinople] that is about to be destroyed.
Have you also lost your piety? Lord, have mercy on me! I am a witness
before you. I am innocent of such fault. Do you know, wretched citizens,
what you are doing? Together with your captivity, which is about to fall
upon you, you have lost your ancestral piety and you have embraced impi-
ety! Woe to you on the [day of] judgment.”

It is curious to note that the original declaration, the apologia of Scholarios,
does not in any way address the Constantinopolitans. It is couched in the first-
person singular and lays out his motivation, designed to demonstrate his true
faith. It makes no reference to future woes. In Doukas’s version, Scholarios is
playing the part of Pythia and predicts the torrent of woes that are about to fall
upon the city and its citizens. Clearly, Doukas’s version has been recast, perhaps
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unconsciously, in the minds of survivors to emphasize the disaster and the
actions of Scholarios in the days preceding the fall, as recalled by survivors, not
unlike the warnings of a modern Cassandra. Doukas concludes by saying that
the original composition of Scholarios was longer than the text that he quotes
and further adds that Scholarios withdrew himself from sight. This must have
been an effective dramatic gesture on his part, as crowds gathered before his
quarters and a literate person read his composition aloud:"™ tadta koi &tepa
wAeio ypayag Kol ig v 0Opav 10D keAdiov avtod wWpoonimaoog, Ekieictn
gvoov kal 0 yapTNg AveyLyvdOKeTO, “after he wrote these [words] and many
more besides, he nailed [the composition] to the door of his cell. Then he shut
himself in and his paper was read again and again.” Doukas further emphasizes
that even in the course of the siege Scholarios maintained his opposition to
the court:"®' 0 6¢ ['evvddiog oV dtéMme Ko™ EKAGTNV SIOACKMOV Kol YPAPOv
KOTO TOV EVOTIKAV, Kol TAEKOV GUALOYIGHOVE Kol AVTIPAGCELS, “not a day
passed that did not see Gennadios [Scholarios] preaching and writing against
the unionists, as he continued weaving syllogisms and contradictions.”

After the union had been formally celebrated in the capital, Scholarios main-
tained his intransigent position and composed a letter to his former patron and
partner in sedition, Despot Demetrios in the Morea, the younger brother of
Constantine XI. He listed a number of reasons that prompted him to publish
his manifesto of the 27th of November. Scholarios mentions, with unmistak-
able pride, the resources that he and his acolytes made use of, especially the
labor of copying and distributing multiple copies of the declaration. Schol-
arios’s motives, actions, and general attitude illustrate that the monk was tread-
ing upon the ground of treason, even though he would have undoubtedly
preferred to see himself as a true champion of Orthodoxy and as a victim of
the court’s oppression in order to conclude the union for reasons of Realpolitik.
One may even infer, from Scholarios’s thunderous statements, the existence of a
fifth column within the walls of Constantinople, operating without opposition
from the court, which tread lightly with the anti-unionists. Scholarios and his
accomplices took this opportunity to condemn the emperor’s efforts to elicit
military aid from the West for his capital and his harassed subjects: !>

OlOWTO0L 0& WAVIEADS 00O &V pEGOLg TOlg WELPASHOTG EKpLva, Kol dtd
TODTO GLYYPAE® Tf] WOAEL WAGCT] GUUPOVANY TIVOL GOVTOUOV €V GYNHATL
Stapaptopiog kol dmoroyiog VBEP THG ClLOWIG TUC TOV EVGERECTEPMV
yvépog cvvéEovoay, kol 1 tod voegufpiov punvog gikootn Kol €Booun
101G ¢ Pactieiog adTolg Kol Toig dyopais Kol Toic €v Tf] WOAEL povaig
A@WACAS TO YA EKEIVO OIEGWELPOV TOGADTIG EKYEYPOUUEVOV GYEOOV,
6oon 6mn kol Tod unvog ol Nuépat. Kai o oyfjpa 100 ypdppatog, dwoloyia
yap Ywep Tiig S0V oryfic NV, Kaitol wod 1OV WPHShey ypodVoV EGiymv;
&Bomv pdv ovy v &dikiav i wiotemg.

I decided not to remain completely silent in the midst of temptations
and for this reason I composed a short piece of advice for the city. It was
in the form of a protest-apology over the silence, which was maintained
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by the most pious individuals. On November 27 I distributed this letter in
the palace itself, in the market places, and in all the monasteries of the city.
The number of copies equaled the days of that month, numbering as many
as the days of that month. I chose the genre of an apology to explain my
supposed silence. But really, was there a time that I was silent? I had been
loudly protesting the injustices suffered by our faith.

This chaotic religious situation had its ramifications in politics as well. The fact
is that the last Greek emperor of Constantinople was never formally crowned in
the required religious ceremony. That the patriarchal throne was vacant compli-
cated this matter also, as the patriarch was required to officiate at this important
ceremony of a formal coronation.'® It is possible that the decision of the anti-
unionists to oppose union to the bitter end had repercussions in this area as well.
The consequence with the court’s decision to accept the formal church union
in the face of immense opposition generated by Scholarios and his associates
meant, in practical terms, that no coronation could take place. And this matter of
crowning the active emperor had to be passed over in silence for the time being.
Perhaps it was the court’s conclusion that, if the expected attack by the sultan
were to fail, then this vital matter could be revisited in contented future days.

The anti-union faction took pleasure in informing Constantine of the reality
of his ambiguous situation, of being an emperor without crown. And further-
more, they included the postponed coronation ceremony in their argumen-
tation as a weapon in their arsenal by attempting to compel Constantine to
renounce the union. Thus Ioannes Eugenikos, the brother of Markos, and a
confirmed anti-unionist himself, directed a letter to Constantine after his acces-
sion. Although he respectfully addressed him as tov Paciién Kovotavtivov
[MolooAdyov, “Emperor Constantine Palaiologos,” he seized the opportunity
to remind him that he was not actually an emperor, as there had been no coro-
nation ceremony which would indisputably render Constantine as the ofticial
defender of the Greek Church:'**

i wolag obv ékkAnciog ékdumtg éott kai Vwéppoyog N &k Ocod
Baoileio cov, Kol wdG Exelt viv abtm 1| ékkAncia o0 Xpiotod Kot
@od tanTng Opéppato Kol Tic 0 WOTO®WOG O TANTNG SOKAYV WOV Kol
WPOGTATNG Kol Tig O 6Té WV 68 WaTPLapYNG OTedN@OTE KOl T Ogip pop®
ypic@v BoctAK®G, Kol TV 6NV gogpyeciav kol oporoyiov de&duevoc;

Which Church will you, as God-approved emperor, protect and
defend? What is the present condition of the Church of Christ? Where
is its flock? Who is this wretch who currently pretends to be its pastor
and patron? Who will be the patriarch to crown you? When on earth will
he anoint you with the divine oil in the imperial manner and will thus
become your dependent and confessor?

In addition, the other fervent follower of Scholarios, Theodoros Agallianos,
emphasized,as late as 1452, the fact that Constantine had not been crowned, even
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though he refers to him as “reigning”:'>® yéypawtotl tadta . . . faciledoviog
700 Votdrov t@v Ilalaioidywv Kaovotavtivov tpite &tel Tiig dpyilg adtoD,
&t dotepoic Gvrog did TO TNV EKKAnciav ur £xev mpootdtny, “I wrote these
[words] .. .1in the reign of the very last of the Palaiologoi, Constantine, in the
third year of his reign, while he still remained without a crown because the
Church lacked a defender.”

The contemporaries of Constantine were sharply divided on this issue. The
majority seems to have accepted the legitimacy of his position. He was de facto
and de iure emperor, even if the required ceremony in the Great Church had
been denied to him. The major writers of the period, Dokeianos, Kritoboulos,
Sphrantzes, Khalkokondyles, and most compilers of the short chronicles, were
sufficiently realistic to accept this state of affairs. Argyropoulos wrote a formal
address to the new emperor in which he describes him as Ogiotatov Paciréa,
“the most divine emperor,” and has no reservation in observing that Constantine
had actually ascended the throne:" yaipw pév, @ Oeidtate Pacihed, OpdV ce
gwmi 00 Paciieiov Opdvov kabfuevov, “I rejoice, most divine emperor, when
I perceive that you, an individual excelling in everything, have ascended the
throne.” Similarly, Michael Apostoles,’ also a unionist, accepted Constantine as
Og10taTov Pactiéa “most divine emperor.” Others, however, failed to do so; and
they were not all anti-unionists, but saw legitimacy in the view that the reign-
ing emperor had not been crowned. Thus Doukas could never bring himself to
accept the fact that the last Greek emperor had never been formally crowned and
he considered John VIII as the last to have properly reigned in medieval Greece,

but then Doukas contradicts himself by calling Constantine “the emperor.”!>®

4 Isidore and the declaration of church union

The decision to celebrate the church union formally in Santa Sophia was made
by the imperial court and was ratified by those in attendance at the meeting
that took place in the palace. Doukas relates this, but the language of his text
indicates that it was not a unanimous decision. Some of the court officials and
clerics in attendance who had agreed to participate only “appeared” to ratify
the decision. Doukas also begins the passage by stating that the emperor himself
pretended to agree to the union:'®

Kol avTOg O POCIAEDG WEWAUOUEVMG KATEVELGEY. WAV EMOOVTEG Ol
Qovopevol katd T0 dokodv Tiig évioemg &v tf] MeydAn Exxinoig,
iepeis te kol dtikovol TV Tod KAPov Kol 6 BacIAedg GOV Tf| GUYKANT,
€BovAevovto Kowf Opovoig Asttovpyiicar @ed Kol G@woddcaL TAG EVYXAG
GOOA® YVOuN.

Even the emperor himself pretended to give his assent. Finally, those who
appeared to agree went to the Great Church [Santa Sophia]: priests and
deacons from the clergy, the emperor, and the senate, and they expressed
the wish in common agreement to have a divine liturgy performed and to
express the prayers with a clear conscience.
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The qualifiers that Doukas employs to suggest his doubts about the sincerity of
the participants are obvious and include the participle potvopevol/ “appeared,”
and the adverb mewhaouévmg/“only pretended.” But these qualifiers seem to
be balanced, if not contradicted, by kowvij 0povoig/“in common agreement,”
by éBovAgvovto/ “expressed the wish,” and by 460A® yvoun/“in clear con-
science.” The problems involved in the celebration of the union are appar-
ent and Doukas himself, a unionist, must have felt conflicted. It would not be
an exaggeration to conclude that similar feelings prevailed in Constantinople’s
atmosphere. Independently of Doukas, Leonardo shared his hesitation about
the emperor’s sincerity,'® and further on expresses his famous conclusion that
the union amounted to nothing more than a theatrical show:'*! non ergo unio
facta, sed unio ficta, “indeed union was not a fact but a fiction.” He returns to
this topic again and simply states that the heart of the Greeks was not in it, as
they failed to enforce it:'*? celebrarant unionem Graeci voce, sed opera negabant,*‘the
Greeks celebrated the union in word but denied it in action.”

It was perhaps the official position of the court to accept union in order to
conform to the pope’s demands and to hope, in accordance with the “carrot on
the stick” principle, for the promised military aid against the sultan. But at the
same time, the imperial representatives took care to express hesitation and their
regret in order to pacify, in vain and unsuccesstully as it turned out, the anti-
unionists, whose assistance in the defense of the city would be essential. At best,
the anti-unionists would cooperate; in an unhappier case, they might protest by
adhering to the “passive resistance” policy advocated by their leader, Scholarios;
and at worst, they might form a “fifth column” within the city under siege
and even actively labor on behalf of the sultan. Thus the imperial court was
confronted with a terrible dilemma: a declaration of church union might bring
substantial aid to the beleaguered city (that in the end failed to materialize),'*
but implied at the same time a further alienation of the anti-unionists, who by
far were the majority within the city; on the other hand, placating the majority
and rejecting union would alienate the pope and Catholic Europe and no aid
would ever come. The ambiguity adopted by the court, to celebrate the union
but allow a free hand to the anti-unionists to protest endlessly, may have been
due to an official decision.

In this decidedly mournful atmosphere the celebration of church union
finally took place in Santa Sophia, the most sacred of cathedrals in Greek Chris-
tendom, on the 12th of December 1452. Barbaro, who undoubtedly attended
the festivities, devotes a few sentences to the event, even though he cites the
wrong date, rendering it as one day later:'**

Adi 13 dezembrio fo fatto la union in la giexia de Santa Sofia, con grandenissima
solenitade de chierixie, en etiam ve jera el reverendo gardenal de Rosia, che jera
manda per el papa, etiam ve jera el serenissimo imperador con tuta la sua baronia,
e tutto el populo de Costantinopoli; e in quell zorno ve fo de gran pianti in questa
zitade, e questa union si se intende, che i sia unidi come nui Franchi, e non aver
pin sisme in la giexia.
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On December 13, the union was concluded in the Church of Saint
Sophia with great solemnity by the clerics. Present were [Isidore] the rev-
erend cardinal of Rus’ (dispatched by the pope), the most serene emperor
with his barons, and the entire population of Constantinople. On that day
there were great lamentations in this city. This union meant to unite them,
as we Franks [Latins] are, and to have no more schisms in the Church.

Leonardo also devotes one sentence to the celebration, but he is clearly dis-
appointed and has grave reservations about the sincerity of the participants:'®
Actum est industria probitate praefati domini cardinalis [sc. Isidori], ut sacra unio, assen-
tiente imperatore senatuque — si non ficta fuit — firmaretur celebrareturque secundo Idus
Decembris, Spirid<i>onis episcopus sancti die,“the lord cardinal’s [Isidore’s| energy
and goodness saw to it that the sacred union was confirmed and celebrated
with the consent of the emperor and the senate (provided that it had been
genuine) on the second day of the Ides of December, on the feast day of Saint
Spirid<i>on, the bishop.”

Only one source, Pusculo, has furnished a long account of the ceremony,
which is the main subject of his third book.'*® Pusculo has taken the opportu-
nity to provide what emerges as the last description on record of Santa Sophia
within a Christian setting'®” and the last occasion at which a Greek emperor of
Constantinople and a Greek cardinal, the official emissary of western Europe’s
religious leader, collectively celebrated the liturgy and mass. The days of a
Christian Santa Sophia were numbered, for it was destined to be converted
into a mosque and eventually to be transformed into a Turkish-Islamic museum
in more modern times.'*® Pusculo adds:'*’

Templum erat antiquum, media constructus in urbe, / Relligione ingens regum
monumenta priorum / Excelsus servans, variisque insigne columnis. / Convexum
coeli forma testudine fulget / Auratis desuper, pictisque coloris lapillis / Coelesti.
Ingentes subeunt immane columnae / Rubrae, opus extructum, viridesque, et can-
dida signant / Marmora: porphyreaeque tabulae, fulvaeque relucent / Parietibis latis.
Distincta coloribus arte / Strata oculos stringunt pavimenta infratibus. Aere / Tres
valvae insignes bullis, pulchro aurichalco / Ingentes duplices latae sonuere volutae /
Cardinibus latum ante ipsam porrigitur aedum, / Vestibulum, foribus totidem, et
simili ornamento / Insigne. Hic solio se rex componitur alto / Ad portam temple
mediam, stratoque resedit / Quem circum Graji proceres funduntur. Ad illum / Ut
venit, destras jungunt, mutuisque salutant / Vocibus a summo Nicolao principe dicta /
Pace: salutato et legatus rege recumbit / Sede humili, parva, fuerat forte parata.
There was an ancient church [Santa Sophia] erected in the middle of the
city. This dignified monument of former emperors was universally revered
and was marked by columns of various colors. Curved like a tortoise, its
high dome shone above with golden and multi-colored mosaics. Enor-
mous tall columns of red and green stone supported the structure; bright
marble shone; and purple and yellow slabs illuminated the wide walls. The
stone pavement, cleverly marked in color, greeted the eyes of visitors. Three
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huge double doors dressed in bronze, marked by relief~work, thundered as
they were opened wide and turned inward on their hinges to reveal a large
interior vestibule, with the same number of doors decorated in a similar
and amazing fashion. To the central gate of the church the emperor was
conveyed on his high throne. He was sitting on a coverlet and was sur-
rounded by throngs of Greek nobles. After he arrived, they shook hands
and greeted each other with the peace extended by the pope, Lord Nicho-
las. With the salutations over, the legate [sc. Isidore] sat on a small, low seat,
which had been prepared for him.

Pusculo furnishes the only existing description of the proceedings and the
circumstances for the declaration of church union that had taken place. Isidore
rose and addressed the emperor. In his speech, which takes up fifty lines of Pus-
culo’s work, Isidore states that he had been moved by patriotism to return to
Constantinople, in spite of his advanced age (c. 67):'"° vasti discrimina nunquam
intrassem ponti, nec tantos ferre labores / Auderem senior: non tunc tua limina adirem. /
Sed me communis patriae sors aspera movit / Rursus adire lares patrios, “1 would
never have faced the dangers of the sea. I am an old man and should not have
taken upon my shoulders such hard work. I would not have come to your
city, but our common threat to our homeland forced me to retrace my steps
to my sacred fatherland.” He alludes to his arrival as pastor and warlord."”' He
reminds the flock and the emperor of the Ferrara-Florence Council and of the
allegiance given to Pope Eugenius IV,'? and announces that Pope Nicholas V
was prepared to send aid, a point on which the unionist court was extremely
sensitive, for they hoped that the forthcoming aid would be substantial and
would justify their unpopular position to unite with the Catholic Church:'”?
Nec me pastorem contemnant. / Barbara contra arma quibus clause excidium exspextare
queruntur, / Auxilia excipient. Aderunt terraque marique, / Armatae classes, magnusque
exercitus armis, “let them have no contempt, for, because I am a shepherd, as
they complain that they are hedged in by the barbarian’s [Turkish] army wait-
ing for destruction. Help will come. It will come here by land and over the
sea: armed armadas and a greatly outfitted army.” Isidore concluded that if no
help had arrived thus far, it was because God in anger had turned away from
Constantinople.

We should be reminded that Pusculo provides this speech in a poetic form,
although he does ascribe it to Isidore. Thus, in details, it may not be accurate.
Pusculo was not a reporter, but rather a poet who perhaps in shorthand noted
the main points of the cardinal’s address. He was probably, but not with cer-
tainty, present at the ceremony, for it was a most important event in the city
prior to the onset of the Ottoman siege. Having witnessed the ceremony, he
had visual knowledge of the proceedings. We may, therefore, assume that indeed
the cardinal spoke, whom Pusculo may have witnessed on this occasion, as he
has the cardinal alluding to his own advanced age. Isidore must have delivered
the address in some form, most probably extemporaneously rather than from a
prepared text that would have been unlike him, and it is reasonable to assume
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that he raised points similar, if not identical, to those that Pusculo ascribes to
him.

Pusculo also “recorded” the response of the emperor, Constantine XI:'™*
Talia dicta dabat legatus. Corde premebat / Rex curas, fixosque oculos tellure ten-
ebat. / 'Tunc sic pauca refert: Mihi non est copia soli / Pontifici adjungi summon,
nec cogere dignum / Est populum: placido fiant haec corde necesse est. / Sed tu si
qua potes primum scrutare per artes / lentamenta animos monachum primosque
sacrati / Ordinis explora: placeat si foedere tali / Hacque via ulcisci Teucros; et morte
levari; / Ex conare tamen populum allectare periclo / Attonitum. Interea cunctum
explorare senatum / Quid sit opu facto, hunc et maturare jubebo.

Such were the words of the legate [Isidore]. The emperor appeared con-
cerned and kept his eyes fixed on the ground.Then he said a few words: “It
is not solely up to me to join the pope and there is no dignity to compel
my people. They must do so willingly. It is up to you to use all your cun-
ning to convert the monks and the high clerics. I would be delighted to
find any way to avenge myself upon the Turks and to wipe them out. Try
to convert my people, who have been numbed by the impending danger.
Meanwhile, let us ask the senate to find out what needs to be done and
I will issue orders to implement it.”

Barbaro notes, exercising a journalistic tone in his report, that the celebra-
tion was more an occasion for lamentation for the general populace and was
distinctly marked by the absence of joy.'” It is important to stress that, aside
from Pusculo, no other surviving sources describe this celebration in detail. To
the Greek anti-unionists, these proceedings were the work of the devil. The
less said about them the better. The Latin Leonardo, on the other hand, did
not believe that the Greeks were sincere and he did not bother to record the
celebration of the union with a detailed description of the ceremony. Thus the
realization of the ancient goal of church union was not amply recorded either
by the Greeks or by the Latins. Among the other eyewitnesses, Barbaro, who
was a sailor and a physician, was not overly interested in theology. Accordingly,
he devoted a few sentences to the union without recording any details. And
so it was left to the scholarly humanist Pusculo to record the event in classical
hexameters. Pusculo may not have been blessed with Vergil’s talents, but he was
an eyewitness to the event and he gave poetic embellishment to Isidore’s speech
and to Constantine’s response. Pusculo composed and circulated his poem at
the moment when numerous survivors, including Isidore, were still alive in
Italy. He would have incurred a charge of invention and of an imagination
running wild had he departed from the historical essentials of the situation.
As there were never any complaints voiced concerning the historical accuracy
of his description, we may conclude that the substance of his poetical account
must reflect substantial reality. The very least that can be said is that both the
cardinal and the emperor spoke during the ceremony. It is interesting to note
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turther that even at this late date Constantine persisted in his refusal to apply
pressure upon the anti-unionists and publicly stated his position during the
ceremony of church union. He evidently believed that it was the responsibility
of the pope’s representatives to convert the Greeks. To the chagrin and embar-
rassment of Leonardo, Constantine expected the pope’s legate to do his part and
convert the Greeks through argumentation and persuasion but without support
or material aid from the court. But Isidore’s powers of persuasion were limited,
perhaps a limitation that he himself recognized, thus explaining in part his utter
failure to convert the Greeks to Latinism.

This point has never been emphasized in scholarship, but it appears to have
been a conscious decision by the emperor to keep himself and his court distant
from the religious debate. Constantine relied upon Isidore to address the matter
of “conversion” and the court simply refused to chastise or to enforce by decree
Latin proselytization. Consequently, Leonardo arrived at the distinct impression
that the emperor had been very weak and even cowardly in his dealings with
the anti-unionists, whose leaders and their activities he had failed to check, but
had allowed them a free hand to circulate their propaganda throughout the

city:17

Ergo dixi: Paterisne, o imperator! Ut haec ambitio scindat Ecclesiam, ut hujus rei
gratia divina ira magis magisque merito accendatur? Cur non e medio pertinaces
illi tolluntur? Acquiescere imperator visus, metropolitasque Scholarium, Isidorum,
Neophytum complicesque, judices constituit, verbo quidem, non facto. Nam pusilla-
nimitatem imperator excussisset, hanc fidei illusionem vindicasset. Qui enim hom-
nibus, Deo spreto, complacet, utique confundetur. Coercendi quidem illi errant, qui
si_fuissent, morbum pestiferum non propagassent. Sed ignoro, utrumne imperatot,
aut judices damnandi quibus correctionis virga, quamquam minae intercessissent,
aberat.

Therefore I said: “Emperor: will you bear it? This aspiration [of the anti-
unionists] will produce a schism in the Church and the wrath of God will
rightly burn more ferociously than ever. Why are these oftensive individu-
als still among us?” The emperor appeared to agree quietly and appointed
metropolitans as judges over Scholarios, Isidore, and Neophytos, and their
associates, but he had done so in word and not in deed. Indeed, if the
emperor had forsaken his cowardice [towards them], he would have pun-
ished the deceitful appearance of their faith. He who pleases men and
scorns God will be totally confounded. Those who deserved punishment
wandered free. Had they been corrected, they would not have spread their
pestilential sickness around. But I know not, whether we should condemn
the judges or the emperor, as neither possessed the stick to correct and
could only avail themselves of empty threats.

If we accept the evidence furnished by Pusculo, of the emperor’s speech in
Santa Sophia, and we assume that the poet reported an accurate record of this
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address, then we may conclude that Leonardo has mistaken imperial policy for
personal cowardice. The emperor desired that the cardinal and his followers
convert his people to their cause through persuasive argument. It was the impe-
rial position that Isidore and his entourage would be responsible for persuading
and converting the populace and the anti-unionists, and that the imperial court
would not impose its will and would not apply pressure or enforce by decree
or other means what the populace should embrace willingly. Thus the impe-
rial court was also complicit in allowing the chaos to continue within the city.
Leonardo is correct in his assessment of the existing situation, but for the wrong
reason. It was not so much the cowardice attributed to the emperor, but a
consequence of policy and of the emperor’s conviction that the papal legate
should teach, preach, and convert. The responsibility for these actions fell upon
the shoulders of Isidore and his entourage. Imperial policy, however, failed. The
papal contingent was unsuccessful in its efforts and the anti-union activities
multiplied unceasingly. The imperial court simply did not proceed through
force to impose church union.

Sphrantzes simply states'”” that the celebration of church union took place
on the 12th of December. Doukas concentrates on the reaction of the anti-
unionists and portrays the general climate of despair that subsequently reigned
throughout the imperial city:'”®
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gv umvi AekepBpio 1 ... foav 8¢ kai @wolroi ol 0Ok ELafov BPosPopiy
avTddpov A¢ Poeivkty Buciov telecbeioav €v Tf] EVOTIKT] Agttovpyig.
0 8¢ KaddNVAAOG aviyvevmv WAooy Kopdioy Kol WAVIO GKOWOV TV
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With this agreement, they decided to celebrate a common liturgy in
the Great Church [Santa Sophia]. Both Italians and Greeks participated
in it and they commemorated in the diptychs Pope Nicholas and the
exiled Patriarch Gregory. The divine liturgy was celebrated on the 12th
of December . . . there were many who refused to accept the offering of
bread, because it was in their opinion an abominable sacrifice performed
in a unionist liturgy. The cardinal looked into the hearts and the designs of
all Greeks, whose machinations and intrigues had not deceived him. ... He
was their compatriot and showed no hesitation in helping the city. He only
reported to the pope what had occurred and put his trust for everything
else in God who administers all in an advantageous manner.
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The efforts of Isidore on behalf of conversion were acknowledged by Pusculo,
who states that the Greek cardinal did his utmost to persuade and to convert
the fanatical anti-unionists, in accordance with the emperor’s directive issued
on the 12th of December during the celebration of the union. But it was all in

vain and his arguments fell upon deaf ears:'””

Isidorus . .. Verba dari monachos primos, altaeque Sophiae / Presbyteros, templique
duces, quo plurima in urbe / Pulchra celebrantur, nunc hos, nunc instruit illos; /
Hortatu, suadet, capiti se adjungere summo / Christicolum: soli pereant ne sponte
relicti. / Praeterea et cives primos, ambique coactos / In simul affatur. Semotum sin-
gula quemquam / Admonet interdum. Frusta tolerare labores / Nocte dieque valet.
Grajorum nescius artis / Perfidiae ac magnae, Grajus licet, arte Pelasga / Tractatur.
Jam mensis abit namque unus, et alter: / Tantum verba habet, se mullum deflectere
civem, / Aut monachum potuit, nec regis flectere mentem.

Isidore . .. with his crafty arguments sometimes instructed the foremost
monks and presbyters of the renowned Santa Sophia and sometimes the
leaders of that church, where most of the beautiful rites in the city were
celebrated. He urged them and tried to persuade them to unite with the
highest lord of the Christians [the pope| and not perish willingly left by
themselves. In addition, he employed similar arguments in his talks with
the foremost citizens in various gatherings. He pressed his admonitions on
those who were wavering. He performed labors with all of his strength day
and night, but in vain. He was not familiar with the great tricks of sedi-
tion of the Greeks, the Pelasgian art, even though he was a Greek himself.
Already a month went by and then another. He only spoke and proved
unable to bring to his side neither monk nor citizen. He could not change
the emperor’s mind.

Clearly, Isidore had his hands full, but his arguments failed to prevail in the
heated debates that went on for at least two months and proved unable to com-
pel the emperor to use force in this matter.

In addition to his mediating duties between the imperial court and the Ital-
ians, not to mention his efforts to strengthen the neglected fortifications, Isidore
had the thankless task, imposed upon him by the emperor, of “converting”
Constantinople’s populace to accept the union. His appeals fell upon deaf ears,
as we have seen. His chief associates in this “mission impossible” must have
included Argyropoulos and Argyropoulos’s faithful student Michael Apostoles,
as is attested by Leonardo'® and Pusculo.'® This nucleus of pro-unionists faced
an impossible task and the atmosphere within the city was poisoned, turning
from worse to worst after the celebration of church union. Even though in the
folklore of the Greeks after the sack of Constantinople Santa Sophia played
such an important role in the stories, legends, and myths, the sad fact remains
that this major edifice had been “contaminated” by the Latin and papist pres-
ence. The result was that the beloved structure was avoided by the Orthodox
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and never again functioned properly as an ecclesiastical monument. Since that
fateful day of the “celebration,” it was viewed as an abode of demons and a

pagan temple:'®
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And the Great Church [Santa Sophia] was considered by them [Con-
stantinopolitans] to be a refuge of demons and a Hellenic [pagan| temple
[after the celebration of the union|. Where were the candles? Where was
the oil for the lamps? Everything was in darkness and there was no one
to prevent it. Deserted seemed the holy church to be and it pointed to its
future abandonment that it was going to sufter a short time afterwards, on
account of the transgressions and lawlessness of the inhabitants.

It 1s significant that in the next sentence Doukas points an accusatory fin-
ger at Georgios Scholarios, the obdurate enemy of the emperor; the stub-
born monk probably encouraged the pro-Turkish elements within the city
and was responsible, directly or indirectly, for the formation of a fifth column
working for Mehmed’s victory:' 0 8¢ ['evvadiog &ykAelotog €0idaoke Kol
apag voetifet Toig Vv gipnvnv dowalopévolg, “but Gennadios [Scholarios]
preached from within his monastic cell and heaped curses upon those who had
embraced [religious| peace.” Doukas adds a bitter comment with regard to the
folly of the Greeks and their former contemptuous attitude towards the Great
Church, which they believed had been contaminated by the Latins and the
Catholic ritual at the celebration of union:'**
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O unfortunate Romans [Greeks]! O wretched men! You now flocked
to that church, seeking a sanctuary of salvation, on account of the impend-
ing, the righteous wrath, and the very church that yesterday and the day
before you used to call a cave of heretics. Not a single individual among
you would dare enter to avoid contacting the pollution that the ones who
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embraced church union had brought about with their holy rites. Even
righteous wrath failed to move your hearts to the path of peace. In this
predicament that you found yourselves, if an angel had descended from
heaven and asked you: “Will you accept church union and a road to peace,
if I drive the enemy out of the city?”, you would have rejected him. Even
if you had agreed, your consent would have been false. They knew it well,
those who a few days earlier had said: “It is much better to fall into the
hands of the Turks than into the hands of the Franks [Western Catholics
or Latins].”

The climate of chaos that Doukas asserts followed the acceptance of church
union is further emphasized when he portrays the “treasonous” behavior of the
court’s grand duke, Loukas Notaras. Doukas held the strong conviction that
Notaras had acted against union and that in fact he was the right hand of Scho-
larios, and that the two individuals cooperated closely to the detriment of Con-
stantinople’s defense. Doukas was not alone in holding a pessimistic opinion
about the grand duke. With time Notaras’s image became shrouded in contro-
versy and he was never absolved of damaging activities. In fact, history has been
unkind to the grand duke and numerous treasonable charges are attributed to
him, focusing upon his controversial role in those difficult days.'® Contrary to
the prevailing notion in modern scholarship, Notaras himself labored in support
of church union and parted company with his old friend Scholarios.'™

Pusculo adds an interesting coda to his report on the festivities and on Isi-
dore’s activities in the capital. His report has not been taken into account by
scholarship, but it is important at this point. He seems to suggest that the court’s
diplomatic machinery went to work without informing the cardinal and pro-
duced one last attempt to come to terms with the sultan’s Porte.' It is quite
probable that Constantine and his courtiers tried to open a channel to the Porte
after the union had been celebrated, which very act would have suggested to
the Porte that western help, if not an actual crusade, would soon be on its way
to relieve the Greeks, but the court neglected, intentionally or unintentionally,
to inform Isidore and the Latin leadership in Constantinople of this last min-
ute mission. Had the court’s secret attempt at rapprochement with the Porte
become known, it would have made the imperial court appear duplicitous. But
in the end, as Pusculo recounts, the court’s initiative eventually was “leaked.”

A few days later, he states, a faction of the court, headed by Loukas Notaras
and Kantakouzenos, urged Constantine to make contact with the Porte and to
point out to Mehmed that the Greeks had formally effected a reconciliation
with the pope and that the West was prepared and willing to dispatch aid and
reinforcements to the beleaguered city. The diplomatic goal of this mission
would be to initiate a dialogue with the sultan and to coerce him to discon-
tinue his energetic preparations for the conquest of the imperial city, to cease
his mobilization of his armies, and to return to diplomacy and to the negotiat-
ing table:" Primus Lucas dira odia cordi / Condita depromens obstat. Se adjungit
eidem / Cantacusinus. Eat secretus nuntius ambo / Unanimes tractant Machmetto,
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pacis habendae, “the first to stand in the way (hiding his deep and dark hatred)
was Loukas [Notaras]. Kantakouzenos allied himself with him. Both individuals
were of one mind and urged that a secret messenger be dispatched to negoti-
ate peace with Mehmed.” The emperor agreed to this plan and dispatched to
the Porte a Greek merchant who personally knew Mehmed:' Rex probat hoc
gaudens, omnis collectus in unum / Concilium et numerus partum. Mercator in hostis /
Basilicus camp Grajius vivebat . .. / ... Machmetto notissimus. Huic dato ultro / Pacis
onus. Scripto secretus nuntius affert / Quae facienda velint, “the emperor approved
of this [plan]. All fathers [senators] were summoned to a council. In the camp
of the enemy lived a Greek merchant, Basilikos . . . who was well known to
Mehmed. They [the Greeks| entrusted this man with the burden to [establish]
peace. The secret messenger took with him written instructions of what they
wished to be accomplished.”

Leonardo as well may have been suspicious of the court’s activities, for he
too points out that an atmosphere of intrigue prevailed, laboring against the
mission of the cardinal:"" Adversus enim legatum [sc. Isidorum] multi invidia clan-
culo torquebantur, “against the legate [sc. Isidore], many secretly wove a web of
hatred.” It is also frustrating that we do not have other details about this embassy,
which is overlooked by all sources, with the exception of Pusculo. Who, for
instance, was in charge of this mission? Pusculo states that it was someone
named Basilicus /Basilikos who remains totally unknown to us. We cannot even
be certain of his name. Was “Basilikos” a real name? While the feminine form
of this name/adjective, Basilike, survives (but not in the masculine form as a
name and is occasionally met even nowadays), was Basilikos an actual name in
the fifteenth century or a pseudonym, intended to disguise his real name and
to protect him? Or perhaps is it to be understood as basilicus/basilikos, as an
adjective, meaning “of the imperial court” (that is, faGIAMKOG TOV AVOKTOP®V,
“an imperial representative” or even “the emperor’s man”)? Did Pusculo intend
to use it as an adjective coupled with the receding noun, basilicus mercator, ““an
imperial merchant?”

Pusculo adds the interesting statement that Isidore was kept in the dark about
this attempt to establish contact with the Porte.'” This account is not duplicated
in any other source; yet, a peace mission at this time may not be totally out of
the realm of possibility. In fact, it is precisely the fact that after the declaration of
church union on the 12th of December, the imperial administration may have
decided to use the celebration as its diplomatic pawn in further negotiations
with the sultan and to force him to abandon his plans to lay siege to the city.
Traditionally, the Porte had consistently felt uneasy towards any understanding
between Orthodox Constantinople and Catholic Europe that might result in
a crusade against the Ottoman Turks."* After all, Mehmed II had always feared
such religious harmony among the Christians, not unlike the apprehensions of
his predecessor, Murad I1,'® a fact that was known to the Greeks.

If Pusculo’s account is accurate, one reason may have been isolated for the
bad press that Loukas Notaras received in the works of numerous authors
soon after his execution. We have noted that Notaras, for political and realistic
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reasons, supported the emperor’s efforts to ratify church union and that on this
subject he honestly disagreed with his anti-unionist friend Scholarios.'”* Yet in
contemporary literature, Loukas Notaras emerges as a rabid anti-unionist. The
famous portrait of the grand duke painted by the pen of Doukas, a Greek with
pro-Catholic sentiments, supposedly views Notaras as having declared that he
would rather see the turban in the middle of the city than the pope’s miter.
This is one of the memorable passages of late medieval Greek literature. Indeed,
Doukas’s portrayal of the grand duke is highly untrue and unjust, for Notaras
was unlikely to have uttered such words.'”® Doukas may have been influenced
by charges that had surfaced among the Greek refugees in Italy following the
fall of the imperial city, claiming that Notaras had been a traitor of some sort,
but lacking in specifics. If, on the other hand, Notaras had supported a policy
of opening a dialogue between the Greek court and the Porte, and had argued
in favor of new negotiations to diffuse the delicate situation at this late date,
using as his bait the celebration of church union (for whose sanction he had
worked as Constantine’s loyal minister), his position may have been misinter-
preted as a courtier’s fawning attempt to please two masters. The grand duke
would thus come under suspicion in the eyes of the unionists and anti-unionists
alike. His deliberately ambiguous position would have cast him in the role of
a villain, a part that he eventually assumed in various narratives addressing the
aftermath of the sack of the city, when all parties involved were eagerly seek-
ing scapegoats for the disaster. By then Loukas Notaras was dead. He had been
beheaded upon the decree of the sultan and could not defend his reputation.
A minor humanist in Italy, loannes Moskhos, composed a belated and perfunc-
tory defense, which most probably had been commissioned by the grand duke’s
surviving daughter, Anna Notaras, then resident in Italy, to produce a heroic
literary portrait of the last grand duke in order to counteract the endless gossip,
the unflattering rumors, and the numerous charges with regard to her father’s
alleged treacherous behavior. The circulating confused and confusing picture of
the last grand duke beguiled Doukas (and others) to present exaggerated and
inaccurate portrayals of him, whose efforts on behalf of peace seem to have
earned him the enduring hatred of Pusculo and the dislike of Latin residents in
the imperial city, in spite of Notaras’s extensive financial dealings with Italian
states, merchants, and bankers. Furthermore, his support for church union and
his devotion to Constantine cost him the friendship of the anti-unionists and,
in many ways, both the grand duke and the emperor found themselves isolated,
in an unenviable camp. Pusculo and Doukas wrongly placed Notaras at the
head of the anti-unionists.'”

The reputation of Notaras suffered considerably in the days following the
siege and the sack. Leonardo was of the opinion that Notaras and Scholarios
desired to present themselves as the only true supporters of church union, hop-
ing thereby to gain favor with the pope. Thus Leonardo believed that Notaras
was not against the union and that he simply desired to claim credit for its
belated celebration in the capital:'” intendebat ex una parte Scholarius, ex altera,
Chirluca [Kop Aovk@c] . . . ut hi essent qui soli rem intellexisse viderentur, quique
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primi laudarentur tantae unionis auctores, “on one side Scholarios, on the other
Lord Loukas, were working hard to create the impression that they were the
only ones who understood this matter and to be praised as the prime archi-
tects of such important union.” It was at that moment that Leonardo prob-
ably formed a low opinion and even conceived contempt for Notaras, whose
motives he considered to be insincere and mercenary. The fact remains that the
grand duke attempted to initiate a dialogue with every element involved in the
situation — the unionists, the anti-unionists, the Porte, and the Latin ecclesiastics
in Constantinople, and this effort probably rendered him as an unsympathetic
figure to all concerned. Loukas Notaras managed to please no one. His last offer
of peace failed. Consequently, the reputation of the last grand duke suftered
unfavorable treatment in contemporary literature.

We are better informed about an important gathering that took place in
Constantinople immediately following the celebration of church union. The
meeting took place in Santa Sophia on the same day as the declaration of union.
Once the celebration had been completed and the papal demands had been
formally accepted, the emperor applied pressure on the Venetians residents in
the imperial city. He made those demands that he believed could be met by
the Venetians once he and his court had met the conditions of the pope’s ulti-
matum. Most of these developments were public knowledge and were noted
by the residents of the imperial capital, including Barbaro. It is important to
notice that the emperor was assisted in this effort by Isidore, who must have
been working closely with the imperial court at the diplomatic level, concern-
ing the Constantinopolitan Venetians and the mission to convert the Greeks to
Catholicism. His efforts seems to have been dictated by the court, which was
unwilling to inflict church union by force of arms. At this time the emperor
was able to make demands that were also seconded by the papal legate. The
emperor was painfully aware that he had no imperial fleet at his disposal and
the defense of the harbor and the Golden Horn weighed heavily upon him.
These were of crucial importance to him if Constantinople were to survive
the upcoming siege. The Greek emperor must have reckoned that the sultan
would launch his attack from both land and sea. Emirs and sultans of old, such
as Bayezid I and Murad 1II, had failed to take Constantinople, precisely because
they had no fleet to maintain a true blockade and had been unable to throw a
tight cordon around the Greek capital. Mehmed took steps to remedy this situ-
ation.'”® Accordingly, Constantine must have had the protection of the Golden
Horn in mind when he decided to press the resident Venetians, who, he hoped,
would undertake the defense of the harbor.' In his view, the Italian perma-
nent residents within his city had to do their part and commit themselves to
the defense without further delay. In the sacred precinct of Santa Sophia, the
imperial administration formally requested that the Venetian authorities detain
all ships for the defense of the harbor:*™ ¢ Ii vera I'imperador, el gardenal de Rosia,
el vescovo de Metelin, e tuti i baroni del imperador, e tuti mercadanti de la nation, e la
pin parte del populo de questa zitade, e tuti digando per una voxe, “present there [in
Santa Sophia| were the emperor, the cardinal of Rus’ [Isidore], the [arch]|bishop
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of Mytilene [Leonardo], all the barons of the emperor, all merchants of the
nation, and most of the people of the city. They all spoke with one voice.” The
public forum suggests that the emperor wished to demonstrate to his subjects
that church union would immediately produce tangible results. He linked the
union to the survival of the city and wished to demonstrate that there was an
advantage to it in spite of the fulminations of the anti-union party.

The Venetians, however, were not prepared to yield to Constantine’s demands
and the debate continued for some time. At long last, Constantine indicated
his displeasure with the attitude of the Venetians:*"' e in questo raxonamento
Uimperador si ando a disnar con tuti li suo baroni, e cusi fexe ognomo, e in questo zorno
non fo fatta altra pratica, salvo raxonamento asai, “during this debate the emperor
went to dinner with all his barons; so did everyone else and on that day noth-
ing else was achieved, except a great deal of debate.” Important decisions were
made the next day in a private forum, without the public present. In this way,
no one would appear to lose face in front of the emperor’s subjects or before
the Venetian residents. According to Barbaro, on 14 December*” Isidore, Leon-
ardo, and a group of Greek noblemen held a meeting with the bailo of Venice,
Girolamo Minotto,?” and with his captain general, Gabriel Trevixan. Over din-
ner Isidore repeated the demand of the emperor. The bailo agreed with Isidore
and urged the captain general to remain in Constantinople. Trevixan did not
wish to make any commitments and threatened to depart on the very same
night. At this point, Minotto took matters in his own hands, consulted with the
Venetian merchants and decided, on his own authority, to detain the galleys in
Constantinople’s harbor.?” In yet another council, Minotto’s action received
formal approval by a positive vote of those present. The Venetian ships were
detained and were eventually deployed within the Golden Horn, even though
fears were expressed that some captains would disregard the order and would
depart. Accordingly, measures were taken to prevent all captains from leaving
without proper authorization.”

Within the city itself, unionists and anti-unionists continued to dispute with
each other. The church union did not become a serious deterrent for Mehmed.
The proceedings of the 12th of December did not impede his military prepa-
rations. Only the anti-unionists were encouraged to intensify their campaign
against their emperor’s religious policies. The urban population remained hope-
lessly divided. Constantine refused to apply force against them. The leadership
of the anti-unionists interpreted his inaction and refusal to limit their activities
as a personal weakness and in the end there was no respite in their agitation.

Notes

1 There is a well-known depiction of Argyropoulos teaching from his cathedra that is
included in the Oxford Bodleian 87 ms., fol. 35" (cf. H.O. Coxe, Recensionem codicum
graecorum comtinens, Catalogi codicum manuscriptorum bibliothecae Bodleiana, pars 1
(Oxford, 1853), p. 152. This picture is accompanied by the following caption identifying
various pupils of Argyropoulos: 0 ApyvpdmovAog kai diddokel Avtdviov [Tvpdmwoviov
tatpov kai Mavouni TTvpéwoviov kai [Mavapetov Todvvny iotpov kot “Ayyglov
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Anptpov koi Aydihmvoe Tov tod Mooyov kol Bpovav tov tod mpmtopdotopog
tatpov €v 1@ T0d kpdrov Eevdvt. For these pupils (who, notably, seem to be physi-
cians), cf. Lampros, Apyvpowovieia. Iwdvvov Apyvpowodiov, p. kd . In addition, cf.
Staikos, 1: 150¢ Aiwvag, pp. 173—196, esp. 174—176, who also provides a reproduction of
the Oxford depiction of the Xenon, no. 33 (p. 181); and Geanakoplos, Greek Scholars in
Venice, pp. 75—79; and idem, “The Italian Renaissance and Byzantium: The Career of the
Greek Humanist-Professor John Argyropoulos in Florence and Rome (1415-1487),”
Conspectus of History 1 (1974): pp. 13-28. J. Harris, Greek Emigres in the West 1400-1520
(Camberley, Surrey, 1995), does not discuss the teaching activities of Argyropoulos in
Constantinople. For further details on this notable scholar, cf. infra, nn. 119-121.
Lampros, Apyvpowodieia, pp. M3 ‘— Ae *, was the first scholar to realize the historical
importance of this work that firmly places Isidore in the imperial capital at this time
and he fixes the date of the composition to 1450, prior to Argyropoulos’s departure for
Rome.The composition is addressed to Pope NicholasV: Todvvov tod Apyvpomwoviov
100 kptrod tod dnpociov tiig Kovotavivovworeng gig tov pakapudtatov Iadwav
KOp Nucoraov. It was first edited and published by Lampros, Apyvpowodieia, pp. 129—
141, but it has never been translated into a modern language. Moreover, no R enaissance
translation into Latin exists.

Thus Argyropoulos quotes Homer and goes on to name Scylla, Charybdis, Eos, Herakles
(p- 129), Odysseus, Zeus, the ancient Athenians (p. 130), Hesiod, Julius Caesar (with his
own translation of the famous Latin dictum alea iacta est into Greek as €ppipBo k0pog,
“the die is cast”), Solon, Croesus, Sardis (p. 131), Cyrus, Kambyses, Mandane, Sibylla (p.
132), the Titans (p. 133), and Aristotle (p. 136 and p. 137), among other numerous biblical
references to reinforce his confession that he is a true Catholic.

Apyvpowoilera, p. 129.

Lampros points out the importance of Pusculo in this regard, but his observations on
the mission of Isidore and on the significance of Pusculo’s information have not been
taken into account by modern scholarship in general. Cf. Lampros, Apyvpowodieia, pp.
Ay AC.

Pusculo’s poem titled Constantinopolis libri IV, was edited by Bregantini on the basis of
a single manuscript in Venice’s Marciana and transcribed by G.M. Gervasi; another four
manuscripts of this work exist but there is no modern edition of the entire work with
an apparatus criticus. Bregantini’s text was reprinted in A.S. Ellissen, ed., Analekten der mit-
tel- und neugriechischen Literatur, 3 (Leipzig, 1857), Appendix, 12—83. On Pusculo, cf. SF,
pp- 31, 32; and infra, n. 32.

Pusculo 11.205-214 (p. 31).

Ellissen, p. 132, prints: regemque, senatumqe.

The ms. in question, Codex Vat. gr. 1858, fols. 44=50, is briefly discussed by Mercati, p. 37
n. 5. This text has never been transcribed, edited, or published. It is written in the diffi-
cult cursive style of Isidore and still awaits a modern editor and publication. The contents
of this manuscript have been briefly discussed in CF, pp. 389-391.Very likely Isidore in
the composition advised Pope Nicholas of the formal papal “ultimatum” to Constantine
XI, which included strong, perhaps even undiplomatic, language. On this ultimatum, cf.
the following note.

Leontaris, seeking aid, was also dispatched as an imperial representative to other Italian
powers: Venice, Ferrara, Rome, and Naples. He was well received in Rome and made
a very favorable impression, as the pope himself states in his letter to Constantine XI.
Cf. the opening statements in the translation of the Latin into Greek by the humanist
Theodoros Gazes [Theodore Gazal, [Tkl 4: 49—63: Avdpdvikov Bpvévviov Agovtdpiy,
&vdpa TdV €0 yeyovoT@V, Ov mpesPevtiv wémoupag dg Mudc HdEwng eidopev, Kol ta
00D yplpupato avayvovieg fidov dn Aéyovtog adtod dknkdapev. Leontaris’s mission
is discussed in PaL 2: 108; and CF, pp. 377-380. For the surviving documents on this
embassy, cf. NE 4: 27 (p. 46); Constantine’s letter of introduction, dated the 10th of
March 1451; and NE 3: 254 f. For the desperate efforts of Constantine XI to awaken
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the West to the Turkish threat, cf. R. Guilland, “Les Appels de Constantin XI Paléo-
logue a Rome et a Venise pour sauveur Constantinople (1452-1453),” BS 14 (1953): pp.
226244, esp. 231 ff.; and idem,“ Al wpog v Avov ‘Exkinoeig Kovotavtivov IA ‘tod
Apdyaon wpog Zompiav g Kovotavtivovworews,” Ewetnpic Eropeioc Bolovuvdv
2wovddv (1952): pp. 60-74. Also, cf. C. Marinesco [Marinescu], “Notes sur quelques
ambassadeurs byzantins en Occident a la veille de la chute de Constantinople sous les
Turcs,” Annuaire de I’Institut de philologie et d’histoire orientales et slaves 10 (1950): pp. 426,
427. PaL 2: 108, lists all Venetian archival material pertaining to this matter. For a review
of previous scholarship and a synthesis of the material, cf. now Hanak, “Pope Nicholas
V) pp. 337-359, who also provides an English translation of the letter from the Latin
(its Greek version is the work of Theodoros Gazes) that NicholasV sent to the emperor
(pp- 354-359). Kritoboulos, Critobuli Imbriotae Historiae, ed. D.R. Reinsch, CFHB 22
(Berlin and New York, 1983), describes the complicated situation with a few statements,
1.19: mpeoPeiog Emepmov wovtayod, kol mapa TOv péyav apyepéa g Poung [Pope
Nicholas V], @ koi pdAAov giyov Bappsiy . . . dedpevol cuppayiog Te Kol Emikovpiog TV
toylov tuxelv. For other editions of the text, cf. KpttoBoviog: Biog t0d Mmdped B 7,
ed. PA. Déthier MHH 21.1 (sine loco [Galata/Pera?], sine anno [18722/18752];“De rebus
gestis Muhammetis I1,” in C. Miiller, ed., Fragmenta Historicorum Graecorum, vol. 5 (Paris,
1870; Paris, 1883); Critobul din Imbros din domnia lui Mahomed al 1I-lea anii 1451-1467,
ed.V. Grecu, Scriptores Byzantini 4 (Bucharest, 1963); and C.T. Riggs, Kritovoulos. A His-
tory of Mehmed the Conqueror (Princeton, 1954; repr. 1970). Constantine’s initial letter to
the pope has not survived. The contents of the pope’s letter were well known to the
populace in Constantinople and they were probably familiar with Greek renditions
such as the one by Gazes (ék Tfig Aativng pebepunvevdeico poviig V@O Ogodmdpov
10D ['ald), as the translator himself states in the title of the work). Doukas knew of the
papal demands, especially the requirement to restore the exiled Gregory III Mamas to
the patriarchal throne (cf. infra, text with nn. 75,76, and 77). It was perhaps through this
Greek translation that Ubertino Pusculo (cf. infra, nn. 32 and 33), alludes to the condi-
tion in his poem; cf. Pusculo IV.1020 ff. (not included in the selections printed in CC 1):
Heu nimium de te [Constantine XI| vates Nicolaus [Pope Nicholas V] hoc ipsum / Antistes
cecinit summus; dum saepe vocaret / 'Ie, sibi praedixit tempus patriaeque tibique / Hoc fore; cum
lacrymans: Vereor ne numen Achivis |Greeks|, / Dixit, opem neget. Leontaris was active in the
defense of Constantinople in 1453; cf. Languschi-Dolfin (independent from his source,
Leonardo), Giacomo Languschi (Dolfin, Zorzi), Excidio ¢ presa di Constantinopoli nell’
anno 1453, in “Die Eroberung Constantinopels im Jahre 1453 auf einer venetianischen
Chronik,” ed. G.M.Thomas, Sitzungs berichte der kongl. bayer. Akademie der Wissenschaf-
ten, philos.-hist. Klasse 2 (Munich, 1866), p. 17: A la porta carsea [Xapoia| Leondario
Brion cum Fabricio Cornero Candioto; TIePN; and Pusculo (CC 1: 208): Charsacam servans
Lontarius gente Briena / gaudet de socio clara de gente Fabruci, Cornaria. / Hic Venetus Cretem
generosus habebat. / Fide, armis ambo tutantur sorte suprema. For the Latin version of the
pope’s letter, cf. Hofmann, Epistolae Pontificiae ad Concilium Florentinum Spectantes, no. 304
(pp. 131-134; the Greek rendition: pp. 135-138). For other editions, cf. Hanak, “Pope
NicholasV,” p. 337 n. 1, as well as his word of caution: “questions persist whether either
the Latin or the Greek renditions, or both, are authoritative versions.”

TIePN, p. 150.

E.g., S.P. Lampros, Totopia tijc ElLddoc awo t@v Apyonotarwv Xpovwv ugypt tijc
Alaoews tijc Kwvotavtvovwmolews (1453) 6 (Athens, 1908; repr. Athens, 1998), p. 911:
¢ dwavinoeng 100 whwa, fiv duvaueba va ovopdoopev teleciypapov; Lampros
repeats the same characterization for the pope’s letter, ultimatum/teAectypagov in the
Apyvpowodlera, p. Ag'; and CF, p. 378: “this reply is firm almost to the point of being
an ultimatum.” The Latin text is cast in a much harsher tone than the Greek translation
by Gazes. For an English rendition of the Latin text, cf. Hanak, “Pope NicholasV;” pp.
354-359.
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The most recent biography of Scholarios-Gennadios II is by T.N. Zeses, [evvaodiog
B’ Xyoldpiog: Biog-2oyypauuata-Aidackoiio, Avitexta Blaraowv 30 (Thessalonike,
1980). This is a curious and extremely superficial work, whose avowed aim is to claim
sainthood for Scholarios-Gennadios and to diminish the contribution of Bessarion to
scholarship. It is amazing that after the passage of five centuries the old controversies
and animosities between “Greek” and “Latin” should appear again! It also contains inac-
curacies and often pure propaganda; cf., e.g., the comments of C. Livanos, Greek Tradition
and Latin Influence in the Work of George Scholarios (Piscataway, NJ, 2006), p. 19: “[Zeses’
study] has been criticized for the argument that many of the writings wherein Schol-
arios praises Latin authors were, in fact, papist forgeries.” A true scholarly book-length
biography of Scholarios in English, or in any other language, remains to be written.
Much better, although a great deal shorter, than Zeses’s hagiographical work, is J. Gill,
“George Scholarius,” Unitas 12 (1960; Eng. ed.), pp. 99—-112; and cf. idem, Personalities of
the Council of Florence, pp. 79-95. Indirectly, one may follow Scholarios’s career through
his association with Plethon; cf. Woodhouse, passim. On Scholarios, cf. PLP 11:no.27304
(pp- 156—158). In addition, cf. now the thoughtful study of folkloric elements involving
Gennadios II by M.G. Serges, I'edpyioc Zyoidpiog-I'evvadios B' o Ilpwrog uetd tny
Alwon Owovpevikos Hozpiapyns: EQvoiaropixn Melétn, MeAéreg yio tn Bolavtivi kai
Mezapolovuvy Iotopio 3 (Athens, sine anno). The importance of Scholarios as an intel-
lectual figure and religious leader is never doubted, but his personality remains obscure
and s still clouded in uncertainty, despite numerous scholarly publications on aspects
of his work. Cf. the evaluation that was produced by J. Meyendortt, Byzantine Theology:
Historical Trends and Doctrinal Themes (New York, 1979), p. 112:“[Scholarios is] an intel-
lectual enigma.”

Scholarios referred to this report in one of his works in which he demanded that all his
writings be sent to Rome to demonstrate the errors of the Latins; cf. [TxlT 2: 129: €11 0
Adyoc, OV Eypayo, @ avTokpdTopt &V TH B TOD poptiov.

The work has been published in 7«7 2: 89—105, under the title: @pog tov faciléa
Awoioynrikog [presumably, Aoyoc]. éméupln avtd tij 125 100 Maptiov. It is perhaps
notable that the manuscript belonged to Ioannes Dokeianos, one of the minor human-
ists of the Morea who had connections with George Gemistos Plethon, whose classical
and neoclassical attitudes Scholarios abhorred. On this minor humanist, cf. P. Topping,
“Greek MS 1 (The Works of Joannes Dokeianos) of the University of Pennsylvania
Library,” The Library Chronicle 29 (1963): pp. 1-15; and Philippides,“Herodian 2.4.1,” pp.
295-297.

LIxII 2: 89, 90. Scholarios emphasized this point once more in his apologia that was pub-
lished on 27 November (cf. infra, n. 104), wherein he claims that he was opposed to Bry-
ennios’s embassy (/Txll 2: 134): xai Votepov petd v wpecPeiav tod kdp Bpvevviov,
1i¢ 0VK éxorvarvnoo (our emphasis).

Most recently on this topic, cf. C. Imber, The Crusade of Varna, 1443—45, Crusader Texts
in Translation 14 (Aldershot, 2006).

Supra,n. 12.

It is unclear from our sources whether Isidore was sent to Constantinople at the emper-
or’s invitation, in spite of Doukas’s statement that it was so; cf. the following note. That
the emperor issued such an invitation seems highly unlikely, given the prevailing and
strong anti-unionist sentiment in the beleaguered capital and the total failure of Isidore’s
first mission. It appears more reasonable to accept the notion that Isidore was directed to
Constantinople through the initiative of the Vatican. On this ambiguous point, cf. Hanak,
“Pope Nicholas V,” p. 347: “the invitation to send a papal legate remains unresolved in
our sources.” Pusculo cites the fact that Isidore came as a papal legate to Constantinople,
I11.487—-490: Tendere ad urbem / Legatus propere rursus tu, Isidore, juberis, Rursus qua si via est,
Danaos |Greeks| quae ducat in unum, / Cum pastore pio, et reddat quae legibus aequis.
Doukas 36.1: 6 8¢ Bacihedc [Constantine XI Draga$ Palacologus] v oteihag &v Podum
wPOAAPOV, ait®v Borbsiay Kol dmwg cvvteddoY T Opovoig Kol EVOGEL Tf yeyovvig
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&v ®Awpevtig. The mission of Isidore was well-known to the Greeks and even the
laconic Khalkokondyles refers to it, as an after-thought, when he relates the actual siege
[8.17 (pp. 190, 191); PG 159: cols. 388-389], by using two future participles of pur-
pose in his construction. Thus Khalkokondyles indicates the objective of Isidore’s mis-
sion, whom he identifies as “the cardinal of Sarmatia” (the ancient geographical term
that Khalkokondyles employs consistently to signify medieval Rus’): kol Kopdtvéiiog
Totdwpog Zapuatiog [= Pwooiag] . . . mapeyéveto . . . dg EHVOSOV T& WOMGOUEVOS
kol SwAlGEwv Tovg "EAMnvag 1@ Popaiov dpylepel [pope]. Curiously, Georgios
Sphrantzes, a member of the imperial administration and apparently a close advisor
to the emperor, does not speak of the cardinal’s mission but only complains that the
pope failed to send any aid (overlooking the cardinal’s contingent of mercenaries and
Isidore’s personal financial contribution for the upkeep of a section of the sea walls at
their juncture in the northwest of the city with the land walls), and suggests by a genitive
absolute construction that the cardinal “happened to be present” in the city, without a
word about the cardinal’s official mission. He relates, Minus 36.5: 1 ékkAnoia tfig Popng
kol Tt wepl tovTov [that is, aid to Constantinople] £éppovTicey . . . edpebévtog Kal yop
100 Kapdnvoriov Poooiog eig v IToAv. Sphrantzes’s sixteenth-century elaborator,
Makarios Melissourgos-Melissenos, in the derivative Maius, slightly alters the wording
and makes the complaint less indignant; he retains, however, the genitive absolute but
omits Kol after the participle. He notes in Maius IV.2.3 (p. 470): xai 1 ékkAncio Tig
Poung, wepl tovtov EQpovticey. evpedéviog yap Tod kapdnvariov tig Pwoociog &ig
v @OA. Sphrantzes’s bitterness overwhelms him and eventually he states in heavy
irony that the Greeks in the months following their submission to the pope received
as much aid from the Vatican as had been sent to them by the sultan of Cairo. Further,
Minus 36.6: diépnoav 1000 pijves £ Kol To6odToV AdOYoV Emomcovto Vmep Ponbdeiog,
6oov 0 covAtdvog tod Képewe. The elaborator of the Maius, beyond his usual simpli-
fying paraphrase, simply adds a gloss to “Cairo,” to make it clear that Egypt is meant
(IV.24.3): 100 Kdpewg, jtot tiig Alyvmtov.

Merecati, p. 129 n. 3;and CF, p. 383.

Doukas, a Greek Catholic and supporter of the union, found great fault with the recal-
citrant Greek anti-unionists and thought highly of Isidore, whom he described as an
honorable, well-educated, and thoughtful individual, especially during the Council of
Ferrara-Florence, 36.1: éotetke 8 0 wdwoag [Nicholas V] tov kaddnvaiov TTohmviag
[sic], T6v mote dpylemiokomov Pwciog Toidwpov, Gvipo GLUVETOV Kol GOPPOVA
kol memodevpévoy &v doypacty 0pBoig, Popoiov tov yévog kai avtov &va Tig &v
DLopevTig. GLVOSOV VWAPXOVTO WOTEPA TiLOV.

For details on this important epistula, cf. the following note. The text is quoted from CC
1: 64.

Codex Bibl. Univ. lat. B 52, busta 22, n. 1, fols. 40/—42". There can be no doubt that the
original letter was composed in Greek, as the manuscript clearly states that this is a Latin
translation from the original Greek by the humanist Lianoro dei Lianori: Habes iam,
Alberte dilectissime, grecam epistolam factam latinam. This Latin version was first edited and
published by G. Hofmann, “Ein Brief des Kardinals Isidor von Kiew an Kardinal Bessa-
rion,” OCP 14 (1948): pp. 405—414;selections (with Italian translation) were reprinted in
CC 1: 64-80; for the extract in our text, cf. CC 1: 66—68. Hofmann, however, neglected
to print Lianori’s note; for the complete text of the note, cf. CC 1: 63:

Habes iam, Alberte dilectissime, grecam epistolam factam latinam. etsi satis inepte traductam.
Malui enim <me> rudem ac indoctum iudicari abs te, quam pervicacem. Usus autem sum
sermone facili et ilaro et, ut ita dicam, puerili, ne tibi videar alius esse quam sum, tardo scilicet
ac rudi ingenio. Potuissem enim hinc inde vocabula exquisita mendicari et expiscari, sed nolui
ex re minima rem maximam facere atque ostentare, quod me tenuis ac exiguissime supellectilis
non est. Ipsam ergo penes te serva nec ulli curis edere, ne in tanta doctissimorum virorum copia
temerarius ac presumptuosus fuisse videar, qui tantum mihi arrogem, ut grecam profiteri scien-
tiam ausus sim, uius vix prima rudimenta delibarim. Tuus Lianorus de Lianoris.
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On this note, cf. Hofmann, “Quellen zu Isidor von Kiew als Kardinal und Patriarch,”
OCP 18 (1952): pp. 143—-157, esp. 144 n. 2. On the numerous letters that Isidore wrote in
Crete immediately after his arrival from Constantinople and for other contemporaneous
literature associated with the cardinal, cf. SF, ch. 1:“Scholarship and the Siege of 1453.”
For the entire Latin text of this significant letter addressed to Bessarion and its English
translation, cf. infra, ch. 5. The other letters that issued from the pen of Isidore while he
was in Crete must have also been composed in Greek but in their case too only Latin
renditions survive. Such is clearly the circumstance with the letter dated pridie Nonas
Julii MCCCCLIII: Epistola composita per ser Pasium de Bertipalia notarium ad instantiam
reverendissimi domini domini Isidori cardinalis Sabiniensis (CC 1: 60).

Biographies of Leonardo were written long ago and contain numerous inaccuracies; the
oldest examples include M. Iustiniani,“Vita Leonardi,” in Caroli Pogii de nobilitate liber dis-
ceptatorius et Leonardi Chiensis de vera nobilitate contra Poggium tractactus apologeticus (Abelini,
1657), cols. 43—48; and J. Quétif and J. Echard, Scriptores Ordinis Praedicatorum, 1 (Paris,
1729), cols. 816—818. In more recent times, the few facts known about the archbishop
have been summarized by R-J. Loenertz, “La Société des Freres Péregrinants. Etude
sur 'Orient Dominicain,” 1, Inst. Hist. FE Praed., Diss. hist. 7 (Rome, 1937). How the
Genoese Leonardo became the bishop of Mytilene is explained in a document exam-
ined and summarized by lorga, NE 3:241:

Le 8 juillet [1449], le gouvernment génois, anon-¢antau cardinal de Fermo, grand-
pénitentiaire, 'arrivée a Rome de I'archevéque de Mityléne, le prie de faire défender
par le pape I'union entre un fils de Dorin Gatilusio avec un fill de Palamede, sa cous-
ine, union que sollicite I'archevéque susdit.

Further documentation can be found in NE 2: 432, 433:

21 juillet 1449. Le pape accede la demande faite par Léonard, archevéque de
Mityleéne, — don’t I'église, bien que métropolitaine, n’avait pas de suffragants,“ex quo
nonulli Greci eandem Eclesiam Mitilinenensem deridere ac eam ludibrio habere
soleant,” — de lui soumettre les evéques de Chio et des deux Phocées. Mais cette
concess dion na saurait etre préjudiciable asuc autres métropolitains soumis a 'Eglise
romaine. — Le meme jour, 'Eglise de Mitylene n’ayant Presque pas de revenue (“aut
asseris, nullius vel modici valoris [fructus|”), le pape accorde a Léonard, sa vie durand,
I'administration et les revenues de 'Eglise d’Adria, vacante apres la mort de I'evéque
Lombard. — De plus, il confirme des despositions testamentaires de Léonard.

NE then quotes a section from a document, in which Leonardo is addressed by his for-
mal title (quod ordinis fratrum predicatorum professor existis), which the archbishop himself
cites, along with his other distinctions, in the opening of his report on the fall: Epistula
reverendissimi in Christo patris et domini Leonardi Ordinis Praedicatorum, archiepiscopi Mitileni,
sacrarum litterarum professoris. Leonardo’s later life is not well documented. It was believed
that he returned to the island of Lesbos, was captured by the Turks in the sack of Myt-
ilene in 1462, was subsequently ransomed, and then wrote an account of this siege and
sack entitled De Lesbo a Tiurcis capta. This work betrays, however, the hand of a differ-
ent author. It is written in a less sophisticated style and prose and employs a difterent
Latin idiom that betrays more parallels with the genre of the late medieval ecclesiastical
sermon than with the humanistic precepts of composition employed by Leonardo in
his account of the siege and the sack of 1453. In fact, the De Lesbo was composed by
Archbishop Benedetto, the successor of Leonardo to the see of Mytilene. Benedetto
was nominated to this post by Pope Pius II on 3 December 1459, after the death of
Leonardo. The Latin text of this work was edited and published by C. Hopf under the
erroneous title: Leonardi Chiensis de Lesbo a Tisrcis capta epistola Pio papae 1I missa ex. cod.
ms. Ticinensis (Regimonti, 1866), who then reprinted it in his Chroniques Gréco-Romanes
Inédites ou peu connues publiées avec notes et tables génealogiques (Paris, 1873; repr. Brus-
sels, 1966), doc. 21, pp. 359-366. No English translation of this work exists. Leonardo
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returned to Italy in 1458 to contribute personally to a campaign to gain military aid
against his old enemy, Mehmed II, who was now making preparations to attack Lesbos.
Leonardo died in Italy in late February or early March 1459.

Leonardo’s authentic work on the fall of Constantinople achieved fame through its
translated versions. Thus one of the most influential renditions into Italian was first
published by Francesco Sansovino in his immensely popular Historia universale dell’origine
et imperio de Tirchi: nella quale si contengono la origine, 'usanze, i costumi, cose religiosi come
mondani de Tisrchi: oltre cio vi sono tutte le guerre cher di tempo sono state fatted a quella natione
cominciando da Othomano primo Re di questa dente fino al moderno Selim con le vite ditu
tutti i principi da casa Othomana (Venice, 1564, 1568, 1571, etc.), pp. 304 ff. The Latin
text of Leonardo was published by P. Lonicer in his Chronicorum Tisrcicorum 1 (Frankfurt
am Main, 1584), pp. 315-336; his version was reprinted by L.T. Belgrano, “Prima serie
di documenti riguardanti la colonia di Pera,” Atti della Societa Ligure di Storia Patria
13 (1877-1884), pp. 233—257; and as an appendix in Sreznevskii’s edition of Nestor-
Iskander, ITogbcmo o Llapvepaoe; and in PG 159: cols. 923-941, with the cautionary
note in CC 1: 121; and by J.P. Déthier, Anonymous Moscovita,in MHH 21.1 (sine loco, sine
anno), pp. 1047-1122. CC 1: 124—171, offers only selections with Italian translation and
with improved Latin text but with serious omissions and incomplete apparatus criticus.
Unfortunately, the important Codex Mediol. Trivult. lat. N 641, fols. 11'=21", with its valu-
able marginalia and scholia, is not taken into account. Since this text provides a major
eyewitness account of the siege and fall, a modern editor and a new edition with an
apparatus criticus and the marginalia of the Florentine codex have become imperative. The
most important complete printed version is the Lonicer edition and it is based only on
one manuscript: Codex Vat. 4137, as is stated at the beginning of PG 159: cols. 923,924, a
version of the letter: Abraham Bzovius in Annalium Baroni continuatione ad annum 1453, cui
Historiam Leonardi Chiensis inseruit praefatam, num. 6, pag. 84 ad 90, ubi num. 7, descriptam
hanc narrationem ex ms. Codice Vaticano 4137, inquit. For other manuscripts of this work,
cf. SF, ch. 1,1.4. In addition, on Leonardo, cf. now J. Schiel, Mongolensturm und Fall Kon-
stantinopels: Dominikanische Erzdihlungen im diachronen Vergleich, Europa im Mittelalter 191
(Berlin, 2011), esp. pp. 162—180.

PG 159: col. 923;and CC 1:124-126.The latter furnishes a variant text: cum igitur rever-
endissimus patet, dominus cardinalis Sabinensis, pro unione Graecorum legatus, in eius famulatum
me ex Chio vocasset, egi summa cum animi diligentia ut . . . defensarem. Cf. SF, p. 15.
Leonardo, PG 159: col. 925 [CC 1: 125-127]. Barbaro notes that they appeared together
on several occasions; cf., e.g., Barbaro 4 [CC 1: 11]: e Ii ve iera I'imperador, el gardenal de
Rosia, el vescovo de Metelin [Leonardo]. For the editions of Barbaro’s account, cf. E. Cor-
net, ed., Giornale dell’ assedio di Costantinopoli 1453 di Nicolo Barbaro PV correddato di note
e documenti (Vienna, 1856). This edition still remains the only complete printed form
of the Diary. It has been translated into English by J.R. [Melville] Jones, Nicolo Barbaro:
Diary of the Siege of Constantinople (Jericho, 1969); selections with improved text in CC
1: 8-38. There exists a Modern Greek translation by V.A. Lappa, H IIoAic Edlw: To
Xpoviko g [oliopriog xou e Adwons e 116Ans (Athens, 1991), pp. 93—213. There
also exists in Latin a partial translation of the journal, which some scholars have mistak-
enly assumed to be a fifteenth-century rendition of the original text composed in the
spoken Venetian idiom of the period.This Latin épnuepig or journal is in actuality a later
translation of Barbaro’s text into Latin that was published under the title, Nicolai Barbari
Patricii Veneti Ephemerides de Constantinopoli anno 1453 obsessa atque expugnata, in PG 158:
cols. 1067-1078; for the original text and an English translation of the épnuepig, cf. SF,
Appendix 1.

For sources on his life, cf. supra, n. 25. Why Leonardo returned to Italy in 1449 is
explained in a document summarized in NE 3:241:

Le juillet [1449], le gouvernment génois, annongant au cardinal de Fermo, grand
pénitentiaire, 'arrivée a Rome de I'archevéque de Mytiléne, le prie de faire defender
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par le pape I'union entre un fils de Dorin Gattilusio avec un fille de Palamede, sa
cousine, union que sollicite 'archevéque susdit.

For further documentation of this visit, cf. NE 2: 432, 433. On Leonardo and his liter-
ary connections, cf. M. Philippides, “The Fall of Constantinople 1453: Bishop Leonardo
Giustiniani and His Italian Followers,” Viator: Medieval and Renaissance Studies 29 (1998):
pp. 189-227.

E.W. Bodnar, SJ, and C. Foss, Cyriac of Ancona: Later Travels, The I Tatti Renaissance
Library 10 (Cambridge, MA, 2003), letter 6 (pp. 15-27).

Ibid., Letter 15, pp. 84—86. Bodnar and Foss, however, are in error when they identify a
Leonardo mentioned elsewhere in Cyriacus’s Diary with our Leonardo. Thus in Diary 3
(pp- 168—170) Cyriacus notes that he sent a copy of an inscription to Leonardo Iustiniano,
Veneto patricio nobili et amplissimo hieromnemonum ordine; this Leonardo is identified by
Bodnar in the Index (p. 448) with our Leonardo. This identification is in error, for our
Leonardo was a Genoese. The Giustiniani family of Venice was well known, with con-
nections in Constantinople and the Levant, and certain members of it even fought in the
defense of Constantinople in 1453;in the Venetian dialect of the quattrocento their name
is usually written as “Zustignan” but they are to be distinguished from the Genoese
Giustiniani “albergo” of Chios, to which our Leonardo belonged. That our Leonardo was
a Genoese is also made clear in his own narrative; see, e.g., PG 159: col. 929 [not in CC
1]: O Genuenses . . . sed sileo, ne de meis. The confusion here arises from the fact that Cyri-
acus’s latinized form “Tustinianus” applies both to the Genoese Giustiniani and to the
Venetian Zustignan. This confusion is absent in Vita Viri Clarissimi et Famosissimi Kyriaci
Anconitani by Francesco Salamonti, eds. C. Mitchell and E:W. Bodnar, SJ, Transactions of the
American Philosophical Society 86.4 (Philadelphia 1996), in which the Venetian Leonardo
is identified correctly and the date of his death (1446) is also cited (27, 28; p. 147 n. 33).
For the evidence on the “etesian winds” in ancient literature, from the heliacal ris-
ing of Sirius (July 28) to September 28, in agreement with the latitude of Athens and
close to the latitude of Constantinople, that is, the parameters of the Aegean, and for
the equation of meltemi with “etesian”, cf. W.M. Murray, “Do Modern Winds Equal
Ancient Winds?” Mediterranean Historical Review 2 (1987): pp. 139—-167; and W.T. Loomis,
“Pausanias, Byzantion and the Formation of the Delian League: A Chronological Note,”
Historia: Zeitschrift fiir Alte Geschichte 39/4 (1990): pp. 487—492.

He was the “classical” poet of the siege; he had traveled to Constantinople to perfect
his knowledge of ancient Greek and remained in the city throughout the siege. After
his captivity he found his way back to Italy, via Rhodes, and composed a valuable poem
describing the situation before and during the siege and sack. Thus Pusculo was a par-
ticipant who had seen, met, and even conversed with many Italian and Greek defenders,
whose activities, operations and positions on the wall he meticulously noted in his work.
It is unfortunate that this primary document by an eyewitness still awaits a modern
editor. The two existing editions are based on inferior manuscripts and on the Déthier
edition of MHH 21.1, which is extremely rare. On Pusculo, cf. the following note.
Pusculo 3.487-490 (p. 51).The valuable testimony of Pusculo for the period from Octo-
ber through December, 1452, has been totally neglected by modern scholarship, which
has been inclined to focus, albeit sporadically, on Pusculo’s Book IV (the narration of the
“more sensational” events and operations of the siege). No modern scholar has exten-
sively utilized Pusculo’s important observations on the celebration of the union in Con-
stantinople and even Pertusi only includes a few lines from Book III in the selections he
printed in CC 1. Isidore himself hints at the difficulties that he had encountered during
his long voyage, when he mentions that omnia me adverse atque infeliciter succedere ceperunt
(CC 1: 66). For the first edition of Pusculo’s text, cf. supra, n. 6. More recently, Pertusi,
CC 1:124-171, has published a slim selection from Book I'V with Italian translation. The
CC 1 selection/text is quite an improvement over Bregantini’s earlier edition and one
cagerly awaits a complete and modern edition of this important eyewitness source. On
Pusculo, cf. SF,1.A.7 and supra, n. 6.
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Henry of Soemmern [CC 2:92]. CC 2 does not include the entire text of this fascinat-
ing letter. For a new edition of the complete Latin text with English translation, which
recounts the adventures of Isidore during the early hours of the sack, his escape from
Constantinople, and his arrival in Venetian Crete, cf. Philippides, Mehmed II the Conqueror
and the Fall of the Franco-Byzantine Levant to the Ottoman Tisrks, pp. 121-133.

Leonardo 927 [CC 1: 128-130]; words within brackets represent the variant readings in
CC 1 edition:

Excitatus itaque in furorem Deus, misit Mahometh [Mehemet] regem potentissimum Teucro-
rum | Theucrorum); adolescentem quidem audacem, ambitiosum, temulentum, Christianorum
capitalem hostem; qui Nonis Aprilis ante Constantinopolis [ Constantinopoleos| prospectum,
cum tercentis et ultra millibus [milibus| pugnatorum in gyro terrae castra papilionesque confixit.
Milites majore numero equestres, quanquam [quamquam] omnes pedites magis expugnabant.
Inter quos pedites ad regis custodiam deputati audaces, qui ab elementis Christiani [christiani]
aut Christianorum [christianorum) filii, retrorsum conversi, dicti Genizari [genizari] ut [uti]
apud Macedonem Myrmidones, quasi quindecim millia [milia].

Beyond the Janissary regiments, the archbishop goes on to name a number of Christians
who had been attracted to the Ottoman camp by the prospect of booty, CC 1: 130: Sed
quis, oro, circumvallavit urbem? Qui, nisi perfidi christiani, instruxere Theurcos? Testis sum quod
Graeci, quod Latini, quod germani, Pannones, Boétes, ex omnibus christianorum regionibus, Theu-
cris commixti opera eorum fidemque didicerunt.

Doukas 36.1: kai EA00vTog [sc. Toddpov] petd vnog peyiotg t@v Ievovitdv émoinoev
Nuépoag ikavdc, £og ob oi Euwopot Tfig VOC WPUYHUTENCOVTOL KOl SOCMGL T8 XPELDOIN
kol Moot ta nrovpeva, Avopévovieg Kot £T€pav vadv, ftig Epelle cupmiée dypt
Kapa.

Leonardo, PG 159: col. 925 [CC 1: 125-127]. It is evident throughout his narrative that
Leonardo was a close associate and friend of Isidore. Barbaro notes that they appeared
together on several occasions; cf., e.g., Barbaro 4 [CC 1: 11]: e Ii ve iera I'imperador, el
gardenal de Rosia, el vescovo de Metelin [Leonardo].

Doukas 36.1.

On Barbaro and his role in the defense of Constantinople’s harbor, cf. SF, ch. I, no.
ILA.1.

For the editions and translations of this work, cf. supra, n. 27.

Barbaro 3 [CC 1: 10].

Ibid.

That crossbowmen were urgently needed and were much appreciated by the urban
defense can be seen in the narrative of Leonardo, who goes out of his way to cite the
services of Theodoros Karystenos, who, in spite of his advanced age, was an expert
crossbowman and offered valuable service in the defense (Leonardo, PG 934 [CC 1:
148]: Theodoros Caristino, senex sed robustus Graecus, in arcu doctissimus), until he was killed
during the final assault of 29 May as Isidore states in a letter to Bessarion (CC 1: 70):
ille Theodorus Carystenus irrumpentibus in rubem hostibus . . . summa fortitudini gloria occubuit.
Karystenos’s superhuman efforts in the defense may have even impressed the Rus’ eye-
witness, Nestor-Iskander, who makes note of him (N-I 41 [pp. 56, 57]): BecTouHBIi1 7K€
dnadbypapbs Mycrada Bckoph Haitne Ha [pekbl co MHOTOIO cuiioro ... Deogops xe
TUCSYHUKD COBOKYIHBCS Cb 3ycTyHbMBb, “Mustafa, the standard-bearer of the east,
came upon the Greeks with a large force soon thereafter. . . . Hurrying to his aid, Chil-
iarch Theodoros joined [forces with] Justinian.”

Isidore’s letter to Bessarion (the 6th of July 1453): tandem sextum et vigessimum mensis
Octobris diem ad infelicissimam urbem Constantinopolim pervenimus. Barbaro also notes the
arrival of Isidore but he fails to assign a specific date to the event; he states only that
Isidore’s ship arrived hor da poi passadi ver quanti zorni. The next date that he records
in his narrative is di 10 novembrio, so he has not contradicted the cardinal’s text, but
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he simply is not specific. Barbaro is in error, however, when he states that the cardinal
came with one ship [CC 1: 10: I"azonse una nave che vigna da Zenova, de Zenovexi . . .
con el gardenal de Rosia]. Doukas 36.1 (cf. supra, n. 37 for the text), is unambiguous:
two ships. Hanak, “Pope Nicholas V,” p. 349 n. 54, suggests that the date of the car-
dinal’s arrival is in doubt, pointing out that Doukas 36.1 suggests that he arrived in
November (a date that is accepted by Vacapoulos, Origins of the Greek Nation, p. 191).
Yet, one simply should give more weight to the cardinal’s own words; surely, he knew
the date of his arrival. That he arrived in November was a date that was debated
before the cardinal’s own testimony with the publication of his letter, when it became
precisely known; and decades ago Lampros had deduced, from the various compo-
sitions of Scholarios, that Isidore had arrived before 1 November. Cf. IIxll 2: 10,
n. 4: yivetar 6fjlov, 611, wopa T cvvibmg Aeyoueva, Ot 0 Toidmpog Epbacev eig
v Kovetavtvovmwolv tov NoéuPprov, ainddg katémwievsey oLiyov @wpo tig 1
Noeuppiov.

Syropoulos I11.12: petél & 1@V katépynv tovtmv A0 kai 6 ... kbp Kovotavtivog .. . kol
ot tlayparopeg ék tijg Kpntng. Recension B, 608: &pgpov 6¢ Kkal tovg tlaypdropag £k
g Kpritng S puiaxknyv tiig [ohews katd v &v dekpétm cuppaviav. For details on
that situation, cf. M. Philippides, Constantine XI Draga$ Palaeologus (1404—1453): The Last
Emperor of Byzantium, forthcoming, ch. 4, sec. I.

There can be little doubt that the fanatical anti-union mob in Constantinople viewed
the arrival of Isidore and his armed contingent with alarm, suspicion, and fear; cf. CF,

pp. 383, 384.
Henry of Soemmern X [Philippides, Mehmed the Conqueror, pp. 128, 129]: unde timens
plurimum . . . ingressus quamdam parvulam navem devenit Chium, inde Cretam.

Languschi-Dolfin 21 (fol. 317), identifies Giustiniani as capitanio general in la terra,*‘cap-
tain general of the territory” Other writers employ more generic terms. The Latin
account of Giacomo Tetaldi twice designates Giustiniani capitaneus constitutus, “appointed
captain.” Cf. Informations envoyées, tant par Francisco de Franc, a trés reverend pere en Dieu
monseigneur le cardinal d’Avignon, que par Jehan Blanchin & Jacques Edaldy marchant Flor-
entin, de la prise de Constantinople par Uempereur Tirc le xxix. jour de May MCCCCLIII,
a laquelle ledit Jacques estoit personnellement, eds. E. Marténe and U. Durand, in Thesaurus
novus anecdotorum, 1: Tomus primus complectens regum ac principum, aliorumque virorum illus-
trium epistolas et diplomata bené multa (Paris, 1717), cols. 1819—-1826; Veterum scriptorum et
monumentorum historicorum, dogmaticorum, moralium amplissima collectio, eds. E. Marténe and
U. Durand, 5 (Paris, 1729), pp. 785-800; J.R. Melville-Jones, The Siege of Constantinople
1453: Seven Contemporary Accounts (Amsterdam, 1972), pp. 1-10; and the new edition of
the Latin Tetaldi, with English translation and commentary, in Philippides, Mehmed the
Congqueror, pp. 133-219. In the short account of the siege by two Greek refugees, Thomas
Eparkhos and Joseph Diplovatatzes, who found their way to Germany after the fall, and
whose account still survives in a colorful German translation of the period, Giustiniani
is simply identified as der Genuessen Haubtman, “the chief of the Genoese” (NE 2:
514-518). On Diplovatatzes and his family after the fall of Constantinople, who were
associated with Bessarion’s circle, and even traveled as far as England, cf. Harris, ch. 1; it
is further pointed out, p. 22, that the same Thomas Eparkhos and George (not Joseph)
Diplovatatzes had come to England in 1455. Diplovatatzes was endeavoring to raise a
sum of money to ransom his wife and his children in Constantinople. On their account
of the fall, cf. SF, ch. 1, no. 1.8.

The only exhaustive study of Giustiniani’s career, as far as it can be recovered, since we
possess few unambiguous documents, is provided by M. Philippides, “Giovanni Gug-
lielmo Longo Giustiniani, the Genoese Condottiere of Constantinople in 1453, Byzan-
tine Studies/Etudes Byzantines, n.s., 3 (1998): pp. 13-54. Also cf. SF, ch. 6, sec. 2.
Kritoboulos, 25.1: tig avnp Ttorog Tovotivog [Giustiniani] Gvoud . . . di€tpiPe mepl
te Xiov kot Podov kai tadtn Odraccav Aoy@®v. Leonardo uses similar phraseology,
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implying that Giustiniani was a corsair: mare decursitans (CC 1: 132). During the siege
Porte officials, perhaps the sultan himself, viewed Giustiniani as a “pirate” and a “cor-
sair.” In the course of the siege the sultan officially viewed the Christian ships in the
harbor of Constantinople (including Giustiniani’s) as pirate vessels; cf. Leonardo, PG
159: cols. 931 and 932 [not in the selections of CC 1]: piratarum erant, quos imperator
conduxerat, contra eas agere velle, quae inimicorum suorum essent. Leonardo’s report is also ech-
oed in Languschi-Dolfin’s vernacular version (Languschi-Dolfin 14 [fol. 315]), whose
author renders Leonardo’s piratarum-pirates as de corsari, “corsairs.” In addition, one
translator of Leonardo’s Latin text into Greek, Pseudo-Sphrantzes, Maius 3.6.2, presents
the same passage in a paraphrase and retains the reference to “pirates”: abtot ol vijeg
ovk giow épumoptikai, GALL welpatal. The same reference to “pirates” is retained in the
later anonymous chronicle Codex Barberinus 111, 18: 10 6wola Kopdfio eiyave péco
avOpeLOPEVOVG KOVPGEPOLE. In a work that was composed soon after the siege, before
November 1453, Niccolo Tignosi (known also as da Foligno) knew of “corsairs” in the
service of the emperor of Constantinople and seems to refer indirectly to Giustiniani
and his company (TIePN, p. 104): quoniam Bizantium praeter quosdam piratas Italosque
mercatores nullos habere potuit defensores. Giacomo Tetaldi, another eyewitness and defender
of Constantinople in 1453, in his Latin version has no qualms about Giustiniani’s status;
Tetaldi concludes that he was a mercenary and records, in his Latin version (Philippi-
des, Mehmed the Conqueror, XVII [pp. 184, 185]): Erat hoc in loco intra civitatem constitutus
capitaneus quidam nomen erat Ioannes, vir nobilis, natione lanuensis, qui eo tempore imperatori
Constantinopolitano deservivit sub tributo. A similar paraphrase is found elsewhere (V, pp.
154, 155): stipendiarius erat imperatoris Constantinopolitani.

There were about 120 families that made up the albergo of the Giustiniani, which had been
constituted in 1364; ct. PP. Argenti, ed., Hieronimo Giustiniani’s History of Chios (Cambridge
1943), 387:*] Giustiniani abitanti a Scio . .. erano di numero a tempi di loro dominio da
cento vinti famiglie”; also cf. PaL 2: 112 n. 10. K. Hopf, Les Giustiniani dynastes de Chios
étude historique, traduite de I’ Allemane par Etienne A. Vlasto (Paris, 1888), p. 64:

En géneral les Maonensi récurent en excellent termes avec les Ottomans jusqu’a la
catastrophe de 1453, ou le héros Giovanni Guglielmo Longo (plu connu sous le nom
de Jean Giustiniani) vint troubler cetter bonne harmonie, en prenant part a la défenge
de Constantinople.

Ibid., p. 174:

Les armoires des Giustiniani de Chios étaient de gueules a la fortresse d’argent, sur-
montée de trois tours de méme, magoncées de sable, au chef d’or chargé de I'aigle
de 'empire couronnée, a une téte regardant a dextre, qui leur avait été concédée par
Sigismond. Cet écusson est ancore parfaitement visible aujourd’hui sur des marbles,
dur de polais et de tours de Chios prequ’en ruines, comme aussi sur I'ancien palais
de la Maona, a Génes, dan la contrada de Giustiniani.

This was a more modern form of the ancient version, ibid., p. 174 n. 1: “Les armoires
primitives des Giustiniani étaient une fortresse d’argent surmontée de trois méme,
magoncées de sable, sur champ de gueules.”

NE 2:477,478:

Jean Giustiniano ne partit pas avant le 25 juillet d’Albenga. II prit, dans les eaux de la
Sicile, un vaisseau de Biscaie et un autre de Catalogne. Bien qu’il en etit encore deux,
en secret, il était parti avec un seul vaisseau, portant 700 hommes d’équipage. Les
Génois mémes le craignaient, “perche ¢ conosciuto il pit pericoloso et di maggiore
animo huomo che si truovi in acqua salsa.”

A letter of 15 December 1452 reports that a Giovanni Giustiniani and his ship captured
a “Saracen” vessel transporting merchandise from Alexandria, and that the Genoese
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authorities were about to appoint a commission to inquire about the circumstances sur-
rounding this incident. Cf. NE 3: 277:

le gouvernement de Génes nomme une commision pour juger les réclamations
présentées par quelques Génois contre Jean Giustiniano Longo, qui avait arrété un
grippo sarrasin et poursuivi un vaisseau genevois qui portait d’Alexandrie a Chio des
marchandises appartenant a des Sarrasins.

Cf. the analysis and investigation in Philippides, “Giovanni Guglielmo Longo Gius-
tiniani”; and in SF, ch. 6, sec. 2. Our sources apply various reasons for the decision of
Giustiniani to come to Constantinople’s aid, but none have ever been substantiated and
no other documentation survives. Barbaro, who as a Venetian had no affection for the
Genoese and was occasionally unfair in recording the actions of Giustiniani, states that
the warlord came to help Constantinople e per benefitio de la christianitade, e per honor
del mundo (Barbaro 13 [CC 1: 12]). Barbaro’s statements are occasionally echoed in
modern scholarship as well; cf., e.g., CF, p. 383:“The seven hundred men under Gius-
tiniano Longo, the Genoese, were a personal contribution of a great soul to a nation
in its agony.” Kritoboulos 1.25.1 states that Giustiniani came to Constantinople on his
own initiative and adds that the emperor had promised, as Giustiniani’s eventual reward,
the island of Lemnos: fikev antoxANTog OV Taig OAkdot Bondicwv . . . gici 88 ol kai
petdxAntov avtov yevécshot eaci wap  avtod dYmeoynpévov [sc. Kovotavtivov| petd
0V @wOlepov peov tig fonbeiog v Afjuvov avtd. Doukas agrees on the reward and
further adds that the cession of Lemnos was confirmed by an imperial chrysobull (38):
318 xpuoofovArov ypappatog TV Vijoov Afjpvov. Another contemporary, who person-
ally knew many of the participants on both sides of the siege, was the Greco-Venetian
Nikolaos Sekoundinos. He was one of the first westerners to visit Constantinople in
an official capacity following its conquest in the summer of 1453, when the Venetians
were attempting to come to an understanding with Mehmed II and to ransom Vene-
tian defenders and citizens captured during the sack. Sekoundinos earlier had served
as the Latin-Greek translator during the Council of Ferrara-Florence, and, diplomati-
cally skilled, he had access to the various courts in Italy and the Levant. Sekoundinos is
probably the closest to the truth when he states that Giustiniani was promised a reward,
without citing any specifics: Januensis quidam Joannes Longus, vir profecto magni pretii, cum
ducentis circiter nautis — nam onerariae navis praefectus, . . . stipendio imperatoris conductus.
Regardless of the promised reward, Giustiniani, if indeed he was the gentleman who was
under investigation by the authorities of Genoa for piratical activities, may have elected
to remove himself, at least for the time being, and may have chosen Constantinople as
the proper environment in which to redeem himself and also to avoid being involved in
court proceedings.

Barbaro 13 [CC 1:12]: In questo zorno, pur di 26 zener, vene in Constantinopoli Zuan Zustig-
nan Zenovexe . . . perché Uintendeva la nezesitade che havea Constantinopoli, e per benefitio de
la christianitade, e per honor del mundo.

SF, ch.VII, sec. I1.

V. Langlois, “Notice sur le sabre de Constantine XIV, dernier empereur de Constantino-
ple, conservé a I’Armeria Reale de Turin,” Revue archéologique 14 (1857): pp. 292-294;
and more extensively, in idem, “Mémoire sur le sabre de Constantine XIV Dracoses,
dernier empereur grec de Constantinople,” Revue del’ Orient et de I’ Algerie et des Colonies
(Paris, 1858), pp. 153—165. In addition, cf. X.A. Siderides, “Kovotavtivov [Takaioddyov
®dvatog, Tapog, kot Zwadn,” H Melétn 2 (1908): pp. 143—146; and Nicol, The Immortal
Emperor, pp. 90, 91. In addition, cf. the discussion in Philippides, Byzantine Imperial Cin-
ders: Constantine XI Draga$ Palaeologus (1404—1453), ch. 8,sec. 1.

Cf. infra, n. 63.

That this sword is a forgery was concluded by Siderides, pp. 143—145, after a detailed
investigation.
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Discussion of the Pisanello drawings of John VIII and his accoutrements on the occasion
of his visit to Florence in connection with the Council of Ferrara-Florence in 1438—
1439, as well as his impress upon various Italian artists, cf. Philippides, Constantine XI
Dragas Palaeologus (1404—1453), ch. 4, sec. 4; L. Syson and D. Gordon, Pisanello: Painter to
the Renaissance Court (London, 2001), pp. 29-34; and C.C. Bambach, in Helen C. Evans,
nos. 318A and 318B (pp. 527-532), and nos. 319 and 319.1 (pp. 532, 533).

A drawing of the Turin sword/scimitar appears in G.A. Soteriou, “T0 Agydpevov Zipog
100 Kovotavtivov [Todatordyov,” Kifwrog 17/18 (1953): p. 240.

A.G. Paspates, Iloiopxkia koi Adwaig tijc Kwverovtivovwolews vwo v O0wuavdy
&v "Eter 1453 (Athens, 1890; repr. Athens, 1986), p. 94.

Ibid., p. 94. Nicol, The Immortal Emperor, p. 91 n. 47, also quotes the text from Paspates,
but several errors have been committed: in line 2 Nicol has ddpnoov (instead of the cor-
rect form ddpnoe) and the form @wiotd (line 3) lacks the required circumflex (present
in Paspates’s version).

Siderides, p. 146: T160gv ElaPev 0 Iacwdng v €idnow tavty d&v yvopilopey, 0vd’
gudBopsy wod evpicketo [sc. 1o Eipog] &v Etst 1890, H1e 0VTOC EYPAPE, OVTE VOV [sc.
1908] wod evpioketar, Eav ETL cOlNTAL.

Ibid., p. 145:

‘Ewopévag cmupémetar, vouilopev, 1 wapadoyny To0TNG HEV ©OG YVNGLOG
fowg, dmoppnoeng 8¢ @V AoV, g t€ . . . tod Tovpivov . . . Kol TG @
Adoy® . . . dopndeiong, wpoepyopévng €k Tvog viioov ol Atyaiov weldyoug,
&vha kol dAlon Tpelg 1 Téooapes Opotot VTTPYOV WPO TVAOV OEKASMV ETAV.

On the motif of the sword, so potent in medieval legends, cf., among others, J. de Vries,
Heroic Song and Heroic Legend (Oxford, 1963), p. 133. For the mythical swords, wooden
or otherwise, of Constantine XI, and for the folklore associated with such relics, cf. the
analysis by S.D. Emellos, “O Kovotavtivog [TaAatoldyog kot 10 EvAvo Zwabi tov,” in
Opvlovpeva yio. v Alwon kai v EOviky Awokardotaon (Athens, 1991), pp. 50-59;
and the briet remarks of Nicol, The Immortal Emperor, pp. 93, 94, who is unaware of
Emellos’s investigations.

On the legend of the “sleeping emperor,” cf. Philippides, Constantine XI Dragas’ Palaeolo-
gus (1404-1453),“Introduction” and ch. 9; and SF, ch. 4.

In 1451 the Grand Prince Vasilii IT had written to Constantine XI a respectful letter ask-
ing to receive the blessing of the patriarch, once a patriarch had been appointed (PUB5
9 [1880]: cols. 525-536). For further details, cf. J. Meyendorft, “Was There Ever a “Third
Rome’? Remarks on the Byzantine legacy in Russia,” in J.J. Yiannias, ed. The Byzantine
Tradition After the Fall of Constantinople (Charlottesville and London, 1991), pp. 45—60, esp.
48 ft. This was a consequence of the Muscovite realization of the unmitigated decline of
the medieval Greek state under the late Palaiologoi. The Muscovites increasingly turned
toward the patriarchate rather than the court, as the patriarchate’s position, in their view,
had been on the rise in the previous fourteenth century. And even the grand princes of
Moscow had attempted to exercise some degree of independence from Constantinople.
Vasilii IT in particular, like his father, challenged the traditional position of the Greek
emperor of being in charge of the entire oikovpévn, a world inhabited by all Christians.
Thus his father ca. 1395 had taken the unprecedented action of deleting from the liturgy
the name of the Greek emperor. He wrote a letter explaining his thesis that underscored
the declining position of the Greek imperial administration. The patriarch of Constan-
tinople replied in stern terms and strove to put such attempts to rest. On this incident,
cf. E. Miklosich and J. Miiller, Acta et diplomata graeca medii aevi sacra et profana 2 (Vienna,
1860): no. 447 (pp. 188—192), for the patriarch’s reply (on whose basis the letter of the
grand prince can be reconstructed); a partial translation and discussion of the patriarch’s
argument appears in MP, pp. 105-111; D. Stacton, The World on the Last Day: The Sack of
Constantinople by the Tiirks, May 29, 1453. Its Causes and Consequences (London, 1965), pp.
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113, 114;WV. Medlin, Moscow and East Rome, A Political Study of the Relations of Church
and State in Muscovite Russia, Etudes d’histoire économique, politique et social 1 (Geneva,
1952), pp. 69—71; P. Charanis, “Coronation and Its Constitutional Significance in the
Later Roman Empire,” Byz 15 (1940/1941): pp. 64, 65; A.A.Vasiliev,“Was Old Russia a
Vassal State of Byzantium?” Speculum 7 (1932): pp. 358, 359; and G. Ostrogorsky, “The
Byzantine Empire and the Hierarchical World-Order,” Slavonic and East European Review
35 (1956): pp. 1-14, esp. 9; a partial translation of the letter can be found in E. Barker,
trans., Social and Political Thought in Byzantium from Justinian I to the Last Palacologus. Pas-
sages from Byzantine Writers and Documents (Oxford, 1957), pp. 194—196.

Above all, upon his arrival in Constantinople from the despotate of the Morea, Con-
stantine may have realized that a patriarch who had given his allegiance to the pope
could not crown him, as the majority of anti-unionists in the capital would reject him.
Thus the last Greek emperor did not receive either his crown or the sanction of an
Orthodox patriarch in the most revered place of the Greek Middle Ages, the Church
of Santa Sophia. Opponents of church union were quick to remind Constantine of the
absence of the coronation ceremony and appear to have used a possible future ceremony
as bait, in their efforts to force Constantine to renounce the union. He was de facto
and de iure emperor, but the required religious ceremony in the church was postponed
and was never performed. There is a growing interest in this matter among scholars
who have often reviewed this anomalous situation: I.LK. Bogiatzides, “T0 Zntnpa tiig
Xréyeng Kovotavtivov [Hodaordyov,” Aaoypagio 2 (1923): pp. 449456, remains the
definitive work on this topic. Bogiatzides, p. 454, examines the historical precedents of
such emperors as Manuel I Komnenos, who was invested with the purple by his father
and was acclaimed by the troops; only later was he crowned in an official ceremony in
Constantinople; Nicol, The Immortal Emperor, pp. 37, 38, repeats the same information
as Bogiatzides. In addition, cf. Aikaterine Christophilopoulou, ““ExAoyn, Avaydpevoig
kol Ztéyig tob Bulavivod Avtokpdropog,” lpayuazeion tijc Axoonuiog AOnvadv 22
(1956): pp. 199-201; in addition, cf. eadem, “Tlepi 10 IIpoPAnpa tig Avadeifemg Tod
Bulavtivod Avtokpartopog,” Ewiotnuoviky Ewetnpic tijc Pilooopikiic Xyolijc 100
Hovewiotnuiov AOnvd>v 13 (1962/1963): pp. 393—-399.The more recent article by Mar-
garet G. Carroll (Klopf), “Constantine XI Palacologus: Some Problems of Image,” in
Ann Moftatt, ed. Maistor: Classical, Byzantine and Renaissance Studies for Robert Browning
(Canberra, 1984), pp. 329-343, adds nothing new to this topic and simply speculates,
p. 337, that Constantine may have postponed his coronation in Constantinople until
he found a consort. Also cf. M. Kordoses, “The Question of Constantine Palaiologos’
Coronation,” in R. Beaton and Charlotte Roueché, eds. The Making of Byzantine History:
Studies Dedicated to Donald M. Nicol (London, 1993), pp. 137-141. Also ct. Philippides,
Constantine XI Draga$ Palacologus (1404—1453), ch. 8, sec. 5, for a fresh look into this
matter and a review of all available evidence.

Leonardo, who had no atfection for the anti-unionists, does not question Constantine’s
Catholicism. Ct. PG 159: col. 936 [not included in CC 1|: At quid dicam arguamne princi-
pem, quem semper praecipuo honore veneratus sum: cujus fidem erga Romanam Ecclesiam intellexi.
Yet elsewhere in his narrative, Leonardo doubts Constantine’s sincerity; cf. infra, n. 102.

Ibid., col. 935 (not included in CC 1): Severitas a principe aberat; nec compescebantur verbere
aut gladio, qui neglexissent obedientiam. Idcirco quispiam suis efferebatur voluptatibus, blandimen-
tisque . . . demulcebant iratum imperatoris animum; delusus improbe a suis, bonus ille dissimulare
malebat injurias. In ibid., col. 930 (not included in CC 1), Leonardo is even more specific:
Sed ignoro, utrumne imperator, aut judices damnandi quibus correctionis virga, quanquam minae
intercessissent, aberat.

The pope eventually did prepare a small fleet of five galleys and sent it for the relief of
Constantinople. It never arrived in the capital. By the time the city fell, the papal fleet
had only reached the island of Chios. It had only managed to set sail from Italy on 10
April 1453. Cf. Maria-Matilda Alexandrescu-Dersca Bulgari, “Laction diplomatique et
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militaire de Venis pour la defense de Constantinople (1453),” Revue romaine d’histoire 13
(1974): pp. 247-267; E Thiriet, Régestes des deliberations du Sénat de Venise concernant la
Romanie 3 (Paris, 1961), p. 184 n.2917;in addition, cf. Hanak, “Pope NicholasV,” esp. pp.
350-352.

There has been a needless controversy over his name and PaL 2: 4 n. 4, asks if he is
improperly called Mamas. The controversy arose as a result of the deliberate insertions
by Makarios Melissourgos-Melissenos, the sixteenth-century compiler of the Maius and
elaborator of Georgios Sphrantzes’s authentic Minus, to glorify his supposed ancestors in
the fifteenth century. Makarios’s family name was Melissourgos, one of humble origins,
but he and his brothers wished to be associated with the illustrious family of Melis-
senos and they went so far as to produce a coat of arms for themselves to reflect the
name Melissenos and not their own Melissourgos. Throughout the Maius, the compiler
made additions at every opportunity to associate his “ancestors” with the prominent
family of the Melissenoi and thus claim prestige and glory to himself and his rela-
tives. While Sphrantzes in his authentic chronicle addresses Gregory only by his name
(e.g., Minus 26.9: 6 k0p I'pnyopilog watpidpyng €yeyodver), the equivalent passage in the
elaborated Maius has been altered to include the surname “Melissenos” (Maius 2.19 [p.
342]: k0p Tpnyodpilog 6 Mehoonvog watpldpyng £yEveto). The compiler/forger, there-
fore, for his own purposes added “Melissenos” to the patriarch’s name and made him
a member of his own invented family. The controversy raises the question concerning
Gregory’s supposed surname: Was he a Mamas or a Melissenos? Clearly, the Melissenos
reference is a later addition by the forger who exhibited questionable motives. It is the
Melissenos reference that is questionable and not Sphrantzes’s authentic Mamas. Con-
sequently, every mention of “Melissenos” in the Maius (without a correspondence in
the authentic Minus) is necessarily suspect. For the forgeries in the Maius that derive
from the desire of the forger to connect himself with the illustrious medieval family of
the Melissenoi, cf. I.K. Khasiotis, Maxdpiog, Ocddwpog kai Nikngdpog oi Merioonvoi
(Meliooovpyoi) (1606—170¢ Ai.) (Thessalonike, 1966), pp. 18-22; for a modern recrea-
tion of their (invented) coat of arms (employing their invented Melissenos connection),
without tincture, cf. ibid, p. 182.

Minus 31.12: tov 6 avtod &tovg [1451] Adyovstov, 81€fn awo Tiig [loAemsg dg puyag
Kol 0 watplapyng kvp I'pnyoproc. The modifier @G QuYAG suggests that the patriarch
departed in secret and took with him few possessions, if Sphrantzes actually intends the
phrase to mean “as a refugee”; alternatively, Sphrantzes may mean “as an exile.” In addi-
tion, the conjunction kai suggests that he had joined other unionists in this flight. The
sixteenth-century elaborator of Sphrantzes (Maius 3.1) does not revise this statement.
For some chronological (very likely unnecessarily imagined and invented) problems
involving the date that Gregory III assumed the patriarchate of Constantinople, cf. CF,
pp. 365, 366 n. 2.

IIxIl 3: 61, 62; for another English translation, cf. Hanak, “Pope Nicholas V,” p. 358
no. 13.

Doukas 37. For an allusion to the contents of the papal letters in Latin poetry by Pusculo,
cf. supra, n. 10.

Ct. supra,ch. 1 n. 1.

For the patriarch as the head of the Orthodox millet, cf., among others, S. Runciman,
“Rum Milleti: The Orthodox Community under the Ottoman Sultans,” in Yiannias,
The Byzantine Tradition After the Fall of Constantinople, pp. 1-17; idem, The Great Church in
Captivity: A Study of the Patriarchate of Constantinople from the Eve of the Tirkish Conquest
to the Greek War of Independence (Cambridge, 1968); and, in general, K. Karpat, An Inquiry
into the Social Foundations of Nationalism in the Ottoman State: From Estates to Classes, from
Millets to Nations (Princeton, 1973).

For the early scholarship on this topic, cf. the bibliography cited in B. Unbegaun, “Les
relations vieux-russes de la prise de Constantinople,” Revue des études slaves 9 (1929):
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pp. 13-38 [repr. idem, Selected Papers on Russian and Slavonic Philology (Oxford, 1969),
pp- 1-26]; NLA. Smirnov, “Hcroprnueckoe 3nadenue Pycckoit ‘[loBectn” Hecropa
Wckennepa o Baaruit Typkamu Kounctantunonons 1453, BB 7 (1953): pp. 50-71.
The first English translation appeared only recently, with a new edition of the Slavonic
text: N-I. Other translations, partial translations, and renditions in various languages of
this narrative include: M. Alexandropoulos, H [loliopkia xoi Alwon tijc 11oins. To
Pwaiké Xpoviko o0 Néoropa Tokevtépn (Athens, 1978) (in Greek); Déthier, Anonymous
Moscovita,in MHH, 21.1:1047—1122 (in French); M. Braun and M. Schneider, Bericht tiber
die Eroberung Konstantinopels nach der Nikon-Chronik iibersezt und erliutert (Leipzig, 1943)
(in German); and selections in Italian by Emanuela Folco in CC 1:267-299. For a discus-
sion of the manuscript tradition and stemma, cf. N-I, pp. 7-10; and supra, ch. 1,n. 1.
Until recently it had been assumed that Nestor-Iskander spent the weeks of the siege in
the Ottoman camp. It has now been demonstrated that this view is erroneous, as Nestor-
Iskander was present within Constantinople. In addition, cf. SF, ch. IV, sec. 4. This obser-
vation was first presented at the Twelfth Byzantine Studies Conference (Bryn Mawr,
1986): W.K. Hanak, “Who Was Nestor-Iskander?”” in Abstracts of Papers, 12th Annual Byz-
antine Studies Conference (Bryn Mawr, 1986), p. 15; M. Philippides, “The Historical Value
of Nestor-Iskander’s Povest’ o Tsar’grade,” ibid., pp. 13—15; and was further developed in
N-I, “Introduction.”

N-I 8 (pp. 28, 29): JlHeMb K€ MUHYBIIUMB IaKbl LIapb Cb HAaTpPiapXoMb U Cb
CBSITUTENIN CHOpPaBb BECH CBAIIEHHUUECKIH YHHB, TAKXKE U BECH CUTKIUTD [GVYKANTOG]
LiecapbCKbIil U MHOXKECTBO HapoAa, “The days passed by: again the emperor, the patri-
arch with the presbyters (all gathered according to priestly rank), and all members of the
emperor’s council, as well as a multitude of the people.”

Ibid., 67 (pp. 79-81): Llecapb ke Cb maTpiapXoMb U BCU BOHUH IOUJOLIA Bb BEJIHKYIO
LEpPKOBb, “the emperor, the patriarch, and all soldiers went to the Great Church [Santa
Sophia?].” Similar events are portrayed in another Rus’ testimony related to Nestor-
Iskander’s text, and again the patriarch is designated Anastasios (as in Nestor-Iskander’s
text, cf. next note), the Krauea Cmenennas [apckozo Pooo-ciosust in IICPJI 21/1: 150,
151: Bo rpaxh ke napp u napuna u narpiapxs AHacracie, “in the city the emperor, the
empress, and Patriarch Anastasius.”

N-I 81 (pp. 90, 91): ITarpiapxp e M BeCh KIUPHKSD . . . To6b maromo, Anacracie. . . ,
“the patriarch and all clergy. . .. I say to you, Anastasius. ...”

Ibid., 82 (pp. 92, 93): IlaTpiapxb ke B3eMb HOJIOKU 10 Bb KOBYE3elb CpeOpaHb U
MO3JALEHD U CKPBI 10 Bb BEIUKOM LEPKBU IOAb IIPECTOIOMB, “‘the patriarch took it
[Constantine’s head], placing it in a silver chest; it was guilded and was then concealed
under the altar of the Great Church [Santa Sofia].”

CF, p.376 n.3.There was an impression among scholars that a “synod” of anti-unionists
took place in 1450, whose acta formally deposed Gregory and placed an Athanasios
(Nestor-Iskander’s “Anastasios”?) on the patriarchal seat. The two names are variants,
perhaps deriving from the manuscript tradition of Nestor-Iskander, but Hanak, “Nicho-
las V" p. 349, labels “Anastasios” a pseudonym. Yet this synod, it has been shown, never
occurred and therefore references to it are spurious; cf. C. Papaioannou, “Ta ITpaxtucd
g Obtw Agyopévng Yotdtng év Ayia Zoeig Zvvodov kai 1| Totopwkn Aia Avtdv,”
Exrxinoiaotikn Alqbeia 15 (1895-1896): pp. 237, 238, 259, 260, etc. In addition, cf.
Gennadios [Metropolitan of Heliopolis|, pp. 117-123. Also cf. Unbegaun, “Les relations
vieux-russes de la prise de Constantinople,” pp. 27-30.

89 N-I, pp. 116, 117 n. 33.
90 Isidore had been granted the title of Latin Patriarch of Constantinople, succeeding

Giovanni Contarini on 24 January 1452; it is notable that the pope did not give him
a full appointment but most probably a titular nomination and limited his jurisdiction
to Crete, Negroponte (Khalkis in Euboea), and a few Venetian possessions, in order to
avoid further trouble with unionists and anti-unionists in Constantinople. Cf. Archiv.
Segr. Vat. 398, fol. 50; and Hanak,“Pope NicholasV;” p. 348. Isidore himself seems to have
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made no use of this title while in Constantinople, being aware that he was not con-
ferred by the papacy with ecclesiastical jurisdiction over the city. On this question, cf.
supra, ch.2 n. 8.

Minus 36.5. The Maius 4.3 (p. 472) simply provides a paraphrase of the same text, ren-
dered into the spoken idiom of the sixteenth century.

Gill is of the opinion that Constantine was correct in rejecting his friend’s advice; cf.
CF, p. 387 n. 2: “a suggestion that the monarch prudently did not accept.” It should
also be mentioned that nowhere in the numerous polemical literature that Scholarios
produced in the last year of Constantinople’s independent existence does he men-
tion a patriarch. Would he have avoided to note this and even to provide the name of
such an individual if the latter actually existed as the head of his beloved Orthodox
Church?

Minus 36.6. The Maius 4.3 (p. 472) presents a slightly amplified version in his contem-
porary idiom:

Kol @WoAADV cu(nthoemv Aoymv Kol BovAfig yevopévev £6o&e 1@ aodinm Pactlel
@ ovOEVTN pov TO Ev TV dVO uN YEVOLTo WavTEL®S, OTL T@ YEVOLEV®D TATPLAPYN
avérykn v ol wavtec weibecOor avtd 1| Epig kai ExOpa yevioeTal avapetold onvtod
Kol a0 TdV IOV u welopévov adTd. Kol £v Eketve tod kapod dwpéo® i kai coufi
paym E€wbev wopa ExOpdV, Kal Exev Nuag kol Ecwbev, WOGOV EGETUL KAKOV.

CC 1:92-100.

Ibid., 100: Datum Candiae, die XV Juliii LIII.

Doukas 36.2: koi 0 factledg deE1dg GmodeEANEVOS KOl TIHNOAG, MG EWPEDEV.

That official action on the part of the emperor was taken because of the cardinal’s
efforts is clearly stated by Leonardo, PG 159: col. 925 (not in CC 1): actum est industria
et probitate praefati Dominis cardinalis.

CF, p. 384, states that it was 15 November, but cites no source for this date. Perhaps we
can assume that this date is ultimately derived from a letter that Scholarios (who did
not participate in the proceedings that took place at Xylalas) sent to Syropoulos and to
Agallianos, dated in its title 7} 1€ T0d NoguPplov (7«1 2: 122).

Doukas 36.2.

Ibid.

Such rumors were also prevalent in Rome among the Latin high clergy, many of whom
had maintained age-old doubts about the sincerity of the Greeks for church union.
CC 1: 128: non ergo unio facta, sed unio ficta ad fatale urbem trahebat excidium. Earlier the
archbishop also questioned the emperor’s and the nobility’s sincerity, PG 159: col. 925
(not in CC 1): ut sancta unio, assentiente imperatore senatuque (si non ficta fuit), firmaretur.
Elsewhere in the narration, Leonardo states that he believed the emperor to be a true
Catholic; cf. supra, n. 72.

TxIT 2:120.

At the time Scholarios had left the Pantokrator, where he had taken refuge as a member
of the lay clergy, and had taken up residence in the monastery of Kharsianites in prepa-
ration for taking monastic vows; cf. ITkl1 2:10”,1". He wrote a composition, an apologia
pro vita sua (I1xll 2: 107-119; Oeuvres completes de Gennade Scholarios, 4: 463—473), which
he directed to the emperor on the occasion of taking up residence at the Kharsianites.
Also, he appended to the work the following prooemium, I1xl1 2: 107 [Oeuvres complétes
de Gennade Scholarios, 4: 473]: £yppn 6t dvexdpnoe 10 wokatiov Kol THG poviig 1o
[avtokpdTopog, &v 1 WPOTEPOV (KEL KOGUIKOC, Kol BwiiAbe gic 10 Tod Xapoiavitov
KowoOBov Kot NTOWaleTo wPOG TO HOVOYLKOV GYTLOL.

Ibid., 120-121:

oVK apvioopai og, eikn 0pHodo&ia. ob yevoouai o, watpowopddotov cEfag, Emg
10 €uOV BVEDRO €V TMIE pévn T® odpotl. undév pe mepdlete wiéov, GvOpowor,
4Tl €y TOWOTNG TG EVACEMS 0V KOWVMVIG® WOTE, OTL 0UTE peTd TV Aotivov
Evoinoess obtmg kal T0 10D O0d Ympiobnoesbe kai ado&ia didlov Vmoothoechs.
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Ibid., 122: xai fjv od 1 PO Popdl uetd 10 cuokevacdfvor wavTa iding S Tod
koapdtvariov [sc. Todmpov].

Oeuvres complétes de Gennade Scholarios 3: 188—195, esp. pp. 188—189.

No trace of this building has survived nor has any other structure been identified as
the palace; still pertinent are the comments of Lampros in I7xIT 2:13": “Tod wolatiov
ToUTOL 0Vdeuia yiveton pveio wopd 1@ C. du Fresne du Cange (Constantinopolis christi-
ana, seu description Urbis — Constantinopolitanae. . . [Paris, 1680]), T® [J.] Labarte: (Le palais
de Constantinople et ses abords [Paris, 1861]) xai 1@ [Tacwdm (A.G. Paspates, Bulavrival
Melérar Towoypapikai kol Totopucai. Biplodnkn Totopikdv Meketdv 208 [Con-
stantinople, 1877; repr. Athens, 1986]). Cf. [TxI1 2:13": ®€0d6610v EvAaAdv £0picKOpEV
HVNHOVEVOpEVOV &V T kDKL Thg Ateotiog (Estense) PifAodnkng Modévng vw’
ap16. 203. "1 Stadi italiani di filologia classica. Top. A v, 6.506.”

CC 1: 92. Isidore must have been thinking, without mentioning names, of some of
the individuals that are included in the list of signatures furnished by Scholarios, for, in
the latter’s view, they were champions of Orthodoxy and he was proud to cite them;
cf. the following note.

The document cited in Oeuvres complétes de Gennade Scholarios, 3: 193, lists the fol-
lowing names, which the prooemium admits are derived from a copy and not from
the original document: lye 10 @PWTOTVBOV Ko DWOYPAPAS TavTAC. 6 Nikopmdeiog
Maoaxkdpog — 0 TopvoPov Tyvatiog — 6 MoAdofrayiag Aapiavog — 6 TTEpyng kai
Attodiog Oedyveotog — O TOTEWOG UNTPOWOATNG Adpkov AKAKIOG — O HEYOGS
XopTOPOAOE Kol Gpy1d1dkovog 0 Badcopudv — 0 péyog EKKANGIAPYNG Kol d1GKOVOG
YilBeotpog 0 Zvupdmwoviog — O Myoduevog T0d Xtovdiov Oedd0Tog igpopdvayog —
0 Toone iepopdvayog kai wvevpatikog wotnp — O IMaviokpatopvog fyodpevog
Iepovtiog tepopdvoyog — 6 yoduevogs tig [lepiprémron Kbpiddog iepopdvayog — 0
€MGy1oTog €v igpopovayolg kol wvevpatikoig Nedgputog — I'eppovog iepopdvayog O
0D dyiov Bacthelov — 0 tepopvijpmv didkovog @eddmpog 6 Ayoriiavoc.

Laurent, Les “Mémoires” du Grand Ecclésiarque de [église Constantinople de Sylvestre
Syropoulos. There is an inaccurate translation and paraphrase of Syropoulos’s Memoirs
into Latin: R. Creyghton, Vera Historia Unionis Non Vera (Hagae-Comitis, 1660). No
complete English translation of this important, albeit extremely partisan, work exists.
The Syropoulos Project for graduate students at the Centre for Byzantine, Ottoman
and Modern Greek Studies, IAA, University of Birmingham, has undertaken, in 2008,
a partial translation into English of Section IV of the Memoirs.

Neophytos must have been a very active associate of Scholarios on behalf of the
anti-unionist faction, as he also came to the attention of Leonardo, who cites him
with contempt; evidently, he along with Scholarios and their other associates may
have tried to put a stop to the gathering that the court had been planning; ct. Leon-
ardo, CC 1: 126: nec ratio nec auctoritas nec variae Scholarii, Isidori [the anti-unionist
ecclesiastic and not the cardinal, of course| Neophytique opinions adversus Roma-
nae Ecclesiae fidem stare poterant. Surely, he is the same individual who signed the
document as “Neophytos, the most insignificant among hieromonks and spiritual
[fathers]” (cf. the Greek text of his signature, supra, n. 110, no. 12). Neophytos must
have exercised substantial influence at court. A Neophytos “the hieromonk” of the
Kharsianites Monastery is mentioned by Sphrantzes and he may be the same per-
son. It is known that the Neophytos of Sphrantzes had access to the court and also
had connections with the imperial grand duke, Loukas Notaras; cf. Minus 33.5: xai
EunvoOn o péyag 60vE [sc. Loukas Notaras] 810 10D cvvtékvov adTod kol Eupov,
igpopovayov Koi wvevpotikod tod eig v Xapotavitov. The Maius (3.213 [p. 368])
simply affixes glosses: the forger inserts @atpog before Neogutov and adds povij
after Xapotavitov. It becomes evident that the two residences of Scholarios, first
the Pantokrator and then the Kharsianites, were two extremely active anti-union
centers and, by extension, anti-western and anti-administration. Neophytos and his
anti-union activities were further known to Doukas, who cites him by name and
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underscores his association with the court and his influence with the nobility (37.6:
MV yap avtdg 6 Nedputog mappnoioy Exmv Kol BVELRATIKED®OV &V AVOKTOPOLG
Kol peylotdvov oikolg) and further reported that he made every possible effort to
restrain the Orthodox flock from taking communion from Latin and unionist priests
after the celebration of the union in the imperial city.

For the entire speech of Theodoros Agallianos and for other surviving works by
him, cf. C.G. Patrinelis, O Osdowpog Ayalliavog Tovtilouevos wpog tov Ocopdvyy
Mnodeiog koi oif Avéxdoror Aoyor tov. Miaw Néa lotopixn Ilnyn tod I[lazpiopyeiov
Kavoravtivovwolews xaza 100 [lpatovg ueta v Adwarv Xpovoog (Athens, 1966),
pp- 91-129, esp. 97.

CF,p.385 n. 178.

Scholarios refers to this letter in his advice to the clerics who were about to meet the
cardinal; cf. I1xl1 2: 122—128.

kIl 2:127.

It is titled: 700 Tyuwtdrov Aikaropilaxog tijc Meyiing Exkinoiag Kvpiov Ocodmpov
100 Ayoliiovod Avackevn tod vwép tijc Aoéng Aarivwv Bifiliov lwdvvov tod
Apyvpowodiov. The treatise has been published: Lampros, Apyvpowovieio pp. 234-303.
On loannes Argyropoulos, who labored on behalf of Isidore, cf. infra, nn. 119—124. On
Agallianos and his stance in these debates, cf. supra, n. 113, and infra, n. 133.

Lampros, Apyvpowmodieia, pp. 236—237. Agallianos continues with his fawning address
to Notaras:

70 6€ KOT~ a)TOD TODTO EYKOULN GVTL WOAADY KO LEYOA®V TMV WPOCNKOVTIOV VTR
Bpoyéa kai adTodg elval OpoloY®, Kai AvOPO@OL WEPEICUEVAOS Byay Kol dipolg OC
€lmelv S0KTOAO1G TOVTOV AYouEVOD, T® Bpayvtdtm tov Eveotnkdta Euyympeichot
XPOVOV Kol T YT TOV KOpOV HKEWV TAV £YKOM®V TOV TEAEOTEPOV T6MGC. TOlG
yap ayaboig dwog aveltar Kapog gig Emavov.

This work in its entirety has been published by Lampros, Apyvpowodieia, pp. p'— pke’.
No English translation of this work exists.

For the teaching career of Argyropoulos, the best study remains that by Lampros in
his long, detailed, and well-documented “Introduction” to the Apyvpowovieia, pp. € —
p0”. For the teaching activities of Argyropoulos at his Academy, cf. ibid., pp. k{'—ho".
Argyropoulos had been granted a building in which to conduct his teachings: the
Kral’s (King’s) Xenon in Constantinople since the reign of John VIII. He was certainly
involved in teaching activities with the ka@oAkdov Movceiov of the Kral’s Xenon from
1440-1450. No trace of this famous building survives. It most probably was demol-
ished after the fall of the imperial city. It is believed that the kral who established this
edifice was Stepan II Uro$ (1282-1320) and that the Xenon was associated with the
Prodromos Monastery. On the nature of the lectures at the Xenon, cf. Argyropoulos’s
own comments and observations (4pyvpowodieia, pp. 73, 74) and the impressions of
Argyropoulos’s famous pupil, Michael Apostoles (ibid., pp. 228, 229). For the medical
side of the educational process at the Xenon (as Argyropoulos was also a physician), cf.
O. Lampsides, “George Chrysococcis, le médecin, et son oeuvre,” BZ 38 (1938): pp.
312-322; and idem, “T'edpyrog 6 Xpvookokkng o Tatpdg,” Apyeiov I[Tovrov 24 (1961):
pp- 38—41. On Argyropoulos, cf. Staikos, pp. 173—196; supra, sec. 1; and supra, n. 1.

He uses this title for himself in a report he sent to Pope Nicholas V in 1451; cf.
Apyvpowoiieia, p. 129: Todvvov t0d Apyvpomovrov tod Kpitod 10D Anpociov tiig
Kovotavivovworeng gig 10v Makapudtatov [Tdwav Kvp Nucdraov. Argyropoulos
uses his title “lord of churches” in a letter to George Trapezountios, “of Trebizond,” as
the name is often but erroneously cited; Trapezountios was from Crete: T0d dpyovtog
TOV EKKANGIAV. We are not certain what this title implies; nor what “churches” means.
Is it a title that provides some sort of perhaps spiritual guidance over all churches in
Constantinople or does it concern some other jurisdiction, perhaps Latin churches? On
Argyropoulos, cf. supra, n. 1.
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The document granting him his doctorate has survived (Archivio antico dell’ Universita
di Padova. Acta Collegii Artistarum no. 309 fols. CVIII® and CIX), which is quoted in its
entirety by Lampros, Apyopowodieia, p. 19", n. 3.

He was granted this honor on 13 October 1444. Cf. ibid, p. 1{’, where (p. ") it is also
pointed out that “provost”/rector in those times diftered from the modern Academic
position and only indicated an exceptional student.

It was Loukas Notaras who urged him to compose a treatise on the filiogue issue with
special reference to the Council of Ferrara-Florence. Argyropoulos, who signs himself
as “teacher,” completed this treatise. For the text, cf. Apyvpowodleia, pp. 107-128. He
included Notaras’s imperial title in the address of his composition: T® Aopwpotdte®
kai [Tepipavestate Meydim Aovki Twdvvng diddokarog 6 Apyvpowovrog. In the
prooemium Argyropoulos takes time to sing the grand duke’s praises in extenso and sug-
gests that Notaras’s intellect was worthy of Plato’s Academy and the peripatetics, p. 108:
VOV 8¢ PhocoQEelg akpPdg, Bdomep Tig &v Akadnuig Tpageig 1j mAokdg £idmMg Adymv,
obg avtog Emrelev 0 mepimatog. No English translation of this work exists.

Supra, n. 116, for the text.

Cf. Scholarios’s comment, I7Txl1 2: 126: kol petd Bevetikov koi 'evoutdy . . . todto 0
KOTEWELYEL O KOPIVOMOG.

Doukas 37.10, succinctly, if inaccurately, expressed it, since he unjustly attrib-
uted this comment to the grand duke: “either the papal miter or the Turkish turban
(paxtoMov . .. Tovprev f| keAdmTpayv Aatvikny).” For the extended passage, cf. infra,
n. 195.

The famous Pantokrator Monastery was pillaged during the sack. After the fall the
building became popularly known as the Zeyrek Camii when it was renamed after a
scholar/holy man, Zeyrek Mehmed, who lived in the neighborhood of the mosque
until his death, which occurred twenty years after the sack or early in the sixteenth
century. On the conversion of the Greek churches into mosques after the fall, cf. the
valuable work, with meticulous notes by the translator into English, entitled The Garden
of the Mosques: Hafiz Hiiseyin Al-Ayvansaryi’s Guide to the Muslim Monuments of Ottoman
Istanbul, trans. and annotated by H. Crane (Leiden, Boston, and Cologne, 2000), and the
comments on the Zeyrek Camii (p. 207). Paspates, who had read the learned Ottoman
monograph, agrees with this testimony; cf. Paspates, BoCavtivoi Melétou Towoypapikai
xol Totopixod, p. 322:

‘H éxkAnocia abt wopd v cvvheiay 1@V Obopavdv, petefAnon evdvg peta v
GAoowv, gig AwoNKNV TOV pnyavdVy kol £podinv Tod adToKPATOPIKod Voo Tdopov.
Axkolovmg kot Stotoyny Tod XeAMu tod Agutépov avnyépOn pwvapéc, kol
petePANOn eig téuevog [mescidi]. O Zovitav Zeinu d1edéy0n tov matépa avToD
Toveipav 1@ 15660, kai dwefioce 1@ 1574m. ‘Obev év T Oktoetig ot
uetePAOn eic téuevog 1 dkkdnoio o, oboa 4md TOVS YPOVOLS THS GADGENS
péxpt TG E@oyfig TavTNG, AmodnKN T0D VOLGTAOHOV.

In addition, cf. J. Freely and A.S. Cakmak, Byzantine Monuments of Istanbul (Cambridge,
2004), pp. 211-220. Doukas 36.3: €v Tfj povi] T00 WOVTOKPATOPOG &V Ti| KEAAN TOD
I'evvadiov, Tod wote ['empylov Xyohapiov, is in error when he states that after the
meetings in the Xylalas palace Scholarios was still in residence at the Pantokrator. He
had already changed his residence to the Kharsianites Monastery. For Scholarios’s resi-
dence in the monasteries, cf. supra, n. 104. Doukas was simply misled by his erroneous
impression that the Pantokrator was the only nucleus of the anti-unionist resistance.

It is usually assumed that Scholarios had become a persona non grata at court and that
he may have been prohibited from attending court functions. It is perhaps for this very
reason that he publicly assumed his intransigent position and refused to attend this gath-
ering of clerics (ITklT 2: 122: 8y6 i0ehov EMsiv, Homep Kai del wod, GAL 0DSEV 0150,
KoA®G Ti €0t TO PovAdpevov Tilg cuvacems TadG). In order to soften the fact that he
had been barred from court, he pretended to stay away from it by choice. This position,
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we believe, is strengthened by the report he wrote. In its conclusion (to be quoted
shortly in context) he writes: cupfoviedm, va EM0® gig 10 woldtiov. He appears to be
requesting an invitation and an opportunity to debate Isidore; cf. infra, text with n. 132.
Tkl 2: 122-128. It is clear that by this time he had taken monastic vows and assumed
the monastic name Gennadios, while he associates himself with the adjective “humble”
that normally signifies a monk (p. 127): kol t va AaAf] wAéov 0 Tamewog [evvadiog.
Ibid., p. 125.

Ibid., pp. 125, 126.

In I1xl1 2: 122 Scholarios assigns the title T® peydio yoptopviaxt to Agallianos; yet
in the same composition (I7xl1 2: 125) he refers to him as dukato@OA0E. In one of his
own works, which was probably composed at this time since it concerns a composi-
tion that Ioannes Argyropoulos had drawn up to support the Latin dogma, Agalli-
anos himself appears to have assumed the title of dwkato@OA0E for himself; cf. Lampros,
Apyvpowovieia, p. 234: Tod Tyuotdtov Awoaro@vrakog tiig Meyding ‘Exkinciog
Kvpiov Ogoddpov tod Ayariiovod Avackevn tod dY@ep Tiig Adéng Aativaov Biiiov
Todvvov t0d Apyvpowovrov. Also in the spring of 1452, Agallianos endorsed a note as
0 dwkatoevrag Stbkovog Oeddwpog Ayarhavog. For the text of this note, cf. Sophro-
nios Eustratiades (Metropolitan of Leontopolis), “ 'Ex 100 Kddikog 10D Nikordov
Kopatla,” Exxinoiaotixog @dapog 6 (1910): pp. 200-206. Unfortunately, the codex that
contained this note has vanished; on its fate, cf. Patrinelis, O Ocddwpog Ayaliiovog, p.
59 n.240. On the roster of the anti-unionists who attended the gathering at the Xylalas
palace the title péyag yapto@OAag is assigned to Balsamon while Agallianos is identi-
fied by the title 6 iepopvijpmv dtdkovog Beddmpog 6 Ayaiiiovag; for the entire list of
names with their titles, cf. supra, n. 110.

The position of the anti-unionists is still embraced in the polemical work of Zeses,
T'evvadiog B Zyoldpiog, pp. 192-194, who ultimately advocates sainthood for Schol-
arios, whose polarizing stance he fails to recognize.

So Isidore states in the letter that he wrote to the pope after the fall of Constantinople
and after he had reached safe haven in Crete (CC 1: 92-100). In his letter of 15 July
to the pope he alludes to his earlier letters and reports (CC 1: 92): postquam ego ab urbe
Romana egressus sum, nonnullas literas Beatitudini Vestrae exposui.

CC 1:126.

On loannes Argyropoulos, who escaped from the sack and went to Italy to seck a
professorial position, cf. supra, sec. 1; and the reconstruction of his life by Lampros,
Apyvpowoilera, pp. € — pke’.

Elsewhere in his narrative (PG 159: col. 934 [CC 1: 148]), Leonardo emphasizes the
Catholicism of Theophilos Palaiologos and his interest in literary scholarship: Theodorus
Caristino . . . Theophilusque Graecus, nobilis Palaeologo, litteris eruditus, e ambo catholici. Theo-
philos is assigned a heroic death at the side of Constantine XI, whom, unlike numerous
others, he refused to abandon in the final assault of the Turks on 29 May. For additional
testimonies on this individual and his role during the siege, cf. SF, Appendix IV, no. 158
(652); and PLP 9: no. 21446 (p. 90).

CC 1:126.

Ibid.

It should perhaps be emphasized that the decision to enforce and to celebrate the union
was formally made (or was made public) after the gathering in the palace; cf. Minus
36.6: Kol WOALDV AOY®V kol BovAfic yevouévng. The Maius (4.2.3, p. 472) simplifies
Sphrantzes’s language but retains the same genitive absolute construction: Koi WOAADY
cv{nmoewv Aoyov Kol BovAfig yevopévmv. Doukas is in agreement and states that
priests, deacons, the emperor, and the senate reached a common accommodation to
enforce the union, 36.2: igpeic 1€ Kol Stdkovol TdV 10D KANpov Kai 0 facidedg oLV i
SLYKM|T®, EBoVAOVTO KOVij Opovoig.

It seems that after the gathering at the Xylalas palace the emperor abandoned all hope
for any reconciliation between the unionist and the anti-unionist factions. Sphrantzes
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reports the emperor’s decision and one detects tones of resignation on the part of
Constantine; cf. Minus 36.6: 100 8¢ pvnuocivvov, ag yévntatl S v EAmida Tiig
Bonbeiog Nudv €ig avaykny. kai dcot womoovv todto g v Ayiav Zogiav, ol GAlot
0 ooty eiclev dvaitior kai eipnvikoi (slight elaboration in the Maius 4.2.3: 10 8&
pvnuovevechot Tov mamay yevvnnte Evekev EAmidog Ponbdeiog Ev i) aviykn fudv
Kol doot TodTo Woowot €v i} ayig Zoiq, ol GAlot EsovTal dvaitiol Kot eipnvikof).
Scholarios, Oeuvres compleétes 3: pp. 171-174 [= IIxll 2: 131-135].

IIxIT 2: 131: [Tevvadiov Tod Zyorapiov] Tavtn T Nuépa 616600M 16 Wopov eig dAnv
MV OV €1 i60 WOMA LETAYPUQEV, TPO EE IMVAV Ti|g AADGE®G, £V KON T0D Maiov
yevouévne. In the opening sentence the specific date of 27 November is mentioned:
M k" NoguPpilov tedevtaiov I'evvadiog [his monastic name, as he had already taken
monastic vows] 0 auopt®Aog Tod 0ol dodA0G Kal EAGYLETOC.

Scholarios, Oeuvres completes 3: p. 172.

It is not clear to us, from the evidence in our sources, exactly where Scholarios was
residing at this moment in time. We have seen that he had earlier left the Pantokrator
(supra,n. 104) and had taken up residence in the Kharsianites. Doukas clearly states that,
after the meeting at Xylalas, Scholarios occupied a cell at the Pantokrator. Had Schol-
arios returned to the Pantokrator after he took monastic vows or has Doukas erred?
Doukas 36.3.

Ibid., 37.3: &wyov &yd [Doukas] petd tadto [the sack] @ 1@V gdyevidwv
aiypodotevdeion kol diynoatd pot.

Ibid., 36.3.

Ibid.

Ibid., 37.8.

Scholarios, Oeuvres complétes 3: 177.

On Constantine as “emperor without crown,” cf. Philippides, Constantine XI Dragas
Palaeologus (1404-1453), ch. 7, sec. 4.

The Greek text of the letter of Ioannes Eugenikos can be found in [7xl] 1: 123134,
esp. 125; for an analysis, cf. Bogiatzides, pp. 451-453. There exists no translation of this
work in any modern language.

CBB 2: 7 (p. 636). A longer extract, in English translation, of the same chronicle can
be found in Nicol, The Immortal Emperor, p. 58.The fact that Constantine had not been
crowned was not entirely forgotten, in spite of the hagiographical lore that accumulated
around his name. Thus an entry in a short chronicle reports the fact that he was still a
despot at the time of his death; cf. CBB 1: 69.39 (p. 535): kai wdAv £6€fncov avtol ot
TG Ayop kol E@Tpav adTV €K TV XEPDOV 700 Kwvotavtivov deomwoton, Gotéwmton
6vrog, 6 covktav Meipétng, €v €tet "g3éa’, poim k0 (our emphasis).

For this mwpoc@®vopa, cf. ITklT 4: 67-82 (wrongly attributed to Michael Apostoles); in
addition, cf. Nicol, The Inimortal Emperor, p. 39 nn. 6 and 7. Argyropoulos also composed
a formal essay on kingship, which he presented to Constantine at this time. For its
Greek text, cf. Lampros, Apyvpowodieia, pp. 8—47; in addition, cf.Vacalopoulos, Origins
of the Greek Nation, pp. 180, 181.

For Apostoles’s composition, cf. [TxlT 4: 83-87.

Discussion of his contradictory position can be found in Bogiatzides, p. 449.

Doukas 36.2. It is interesting to note that the so-called Short Chronicles, the Bpoyéa
xpovikd, make no reference to Isidore’s arrival and mission, and in silence pass over the
conclusion of the union and its celebration.

PG 159: col. 925 [CC 1: 128]: sacra unio, assentientore imperatore senatuque (si non ficta fuit).
Ibid.

Ibid.

As Leonardo notes melancholically in his account, in the final analysis no substantial
help ever came. PG 159: col. 929 [not in CC 1]: Nam neque ex Genua, neque ex Venetiis,
quibus pace eorum dicam mitti debuit, auxilium mittebatur. Necque aliunde spes erat, nisi ex Deo.
Barbaro 4,5 [CC 1: 11].
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Leonardo, PG 159: col. 925 [CC 1: 125-127].

Pusculo I11.481-646 (pp. 51-55); unfortunately, this important section was not included
in the selected passages of the improved text in CC 1.

Ibid., I11.596-625 (p. 52). There are a few grammatical problems with the text, but we
should recall that his text is based on that of a single manuscript and we are still awaiting
a modern, collated, and reliable scholarly edition of Pusculo’s poem with an apparatus
criticus.

There exists a substantial literature with different emphases, historical, liturgical and
theological, ceremonial, archaeological, architectural, and so forth, on this most famous
structure of the medieval era. Ctf. among others, C.A. Mango, Hagia Sophia: A Vision for
Empires (Istanbul, 1997); R.J. Mainstone, Hagia Sophia: Architecture, Structure and Liturgy of
Justinian’s Great Church (New York, 1988); and R.L.Van Nice, Saint Sophia in Istanbul: An
Architectural Survey, 2 vols. (Washington, DC, 1965 and 1986). For the centuries beyond
the Byzantine period and for the fate of the building, cf. Natalia B. Teteriatnikov|a],
Mosaics of Hagia Sophia, Istanbul: The Fossati Restoration and the Work of the Byzantine Insti-
tute (Washington, DC, 1998); R. Mark and A.S. Cakmak, eds., Hagia Sophia from the Age
of Justinian to the Present (Cambridge, 1992);and R..S. Nelson, Hagia Sophia, 1850-1950:
Holy Wisdom Modern Monument (Chicago and London, 2004). Still unsurpassed and
rewarding remains the monumental work by a well-known astronomer who helped
to demolish Percival Lowell’s fantasies and ghosts of canals on Mars, E.M. Antoniadi,
"Exppaoig tijc Ayiog Zogiog, 3 vols. (Athens, 1907—-1909; repr. in 4 vols., Athens, 1983).
For the role of this church in the days before and after the siege, cf. M. Philippides,
“Tears of the Great Church: The Lamentation of Santa Sophia,” Greek, Roman and
Byzantine Studies 52 (2012): pp. 715—738, which further investigates the folk poems that
arose as lamentations in response to the “celebration” of the union within the famous
building.

Pusculo II1.529-587 (pp. 52, 53).

Ibid., 111.531-534 (p. 52).

Infra,n. 172.

Pusculo II1.570-572 (p. 53): si _firma volent decreta piorum / Sancta partum, Eugenio quae
sunt promissa, fidemque / Quam scripsere albis cupient servare libellis.

Ibid., 111.580-582 (p. 53): Deus ipse benignus / Iratusque suas, hominum et simul obstruet
aures, / Cum frustra auxilium implorent, nemoque juvabit.

Ibid., TI1.589-600 (pp. 53, 54).

CC 1:11. Supra, n. 164.

Leonardo, PG 159: col. 930 (not included in CC 1).

Minus 36.6: kol yevopévov T 1pn Aekepppiov unvoc. The elaborator of the Maius 4.3
(p. 472) omits the participle yevopévou.

Doukas 36.5.

Pusculo 111.634-646 (p. 54). Notin CC 1.

CC 1:126:

Intellexi plane, praeter Argyropilum atrium magistrum, Theophilumque Palaeologo hieromona-
chosque quosdam paucos et alios laicos, quod ambitio ita Graecos quasi omnes captilvilvasset, ut
nemo esset qui zelo fidei vel salutis suae motus orimus videretur fieri velle suae quasi opinionis
et pertinaciae contemporat.

Pusculo mentions the two scholars in company of each other and the verb he uses
for Apostoles, in relation to Argyropoulos, suggests that they were closely associated,
3.661-667 (p.55): Carus Musis, et Palladis arte / insignis, plures docuit, dictisque retorsit / esse
pios papaeque fidem servare, deoque / Argyropulus ea tunc tempestate Joannes. / Hunc sequitur
tanto dignus doctore Michael Byzantinus: erat cognomen Apostolus illi.

Doukas 37.5.

Ibid.

Ibid. 39.19.
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The situation offered fertile ground for all sorts of tales and alleged acts of treason to
emerge; on this point cf. M. Philippides, “Rumors of Treason: Intelligence Activities
and Clandestine Operations in the Siege of 1453,” in M. Arslan and T. Kagar, eds.,
Byzantion’dan Constantinopolis’e Istanbul Kusatmalan (Istanbul, 2017), pp. 403—445.

CF, pp. 178 and 385.

The only detailed investigation and discussion of this effort is provided in Philippides,
Constantine XI Draga$ Palaeologus (1404—1453), ch. 8, sec. 1.

Pusculo II1.617-621 (p. 54). Pusculo does not furnish the Christian name of Kanta-
kouzenos.Was he Demetrios Palaiologos Kantakouzenos? On him, cf. Philippides, Con-
stantine XI Dragas$ Palaeologus (1404—1453), ch.7,n. 103; and PLP 5: no. 10962 (p. 92).
Pusculo I11.628-632 (p. 54). There is one individual by that last name, John Basilikos, a
merchant whose career extends beyond 1453; cf. K.-P. Matschke, “Leonard von Chios,
Gennadios Scholarios, und die ‘Collegae’Thomas Pyropulos und Johannes Basilikos vor,
wihrend und nach der Eroberung von Konstantinopel durch die Ttirken,” Bolavtiva
21 (2000): pp. 227-236. Could it be that John Basilikos and Pusculo’s Basilicus are the
same person?

Leonardo, PG 159: col. 930 [not in CC 1].

Ibid. 1I1.633 (p. 54): Lsidorus nescius ipsi. . . .

CF, p. 88.

Cf. supra, ch. 3, sec. 2.

CF, p. 385; and supra, text with n. 115.

Doukas 36.10:

0 8¢ Tevvddiog . . . Exov €k THg GLYKANTOL TOV BWPADTOV pecALoVTa TOV LEYOSOVKAY
[Aovkdv Notapdv] cuvepyov Koi cuvieTopa, TOV Koi T0GOVTOV EIWETY TOAMUNGAVTOL
Kotd TV Aotivov, 8te ldov ol Popoiot tov avapiBuntov otpotodv v Tovpkov,
podlov 8¢ kotd TG WOAEMG, “KPETTOTEPOV £0TL €idévar €v péon T WOAEL
@oxtoAMov Baoctdedov Todvpkav 1 kold@Tpay AoTVIKAY.”

Pusculo I11.732-739 (p. 56):

Abfuit a tali crudelis munere Lucas / Notarus. Ex primis multos quoque traxit inertes / Civi-
bus in fraudem, et monachos hortatus iniquos / Perstare: ut contra teneant discordia summum
/ Dogmata pontificem. Gaudet contraria regi / Impius, ac tanto vestigial figere coetu, / Adver-
samque sequi indotus laetatur, et amens / Hisce viam. Sequitur major, numerosaque turba.

This very negative picture of the grand duke, painted by Pusculo, Doukas, di Montaldo,
and to a lesser extent by Leonardo (and his followers — Languschi-Dolfin, Pseudo-
Sphrantzes, and the anonymous author of Codex Barberinus Graecus 111) has been
uncritically accepted by some modern scholars, who also transform the grand duke
into a villain. The most hostile modern portrait of Loukas Notaras has been that of
the Marxist historian I. Kordatos in his popular (although highly speculative, rhetori-
cal, misleading, and historically inaccurate) book, Ta Tedevtaio Xpovia tijs Bulovuviic
Avroxparopiag (Athens, 1931), ch. 4.

Leonardo, PG 159: col. 930 (not included in CC 1).

The preparations of Mehmed II to create the first notable Ottoman armada were
widely publicized. Kritoboulos 1.19.21 relates:

TPO BAVIOV 3€ TOD VOUTIKOD EWEUELETO TPIPELS TAG HEV EK VEOL VO TTYOVUEVOC,
T0G 06 ... avopB@V . . . £t 8¢ whola pokpd Kateokevole, T0 6€ Kol KaTdppoKkTo, Kol
Tayelog vode, TPLOKOVTOPOLS TE KO WEVINKOVTOPOUS . . . WPOG 0& TOVTOLG VOVTIKOV
cuvéleyev €k @aomg Tiig avTod waporiog Actovilg te kol Evpowmaiac.

Barbaro dates this event to the 13th of December and states that it took place on the
same day as the celebration of the church union, but the Venetian physician had already
erred with regard to this date. As we know, the union was celebrated a day earlier, on
the 12th of December. Thus the date of the council must also fall on the 12th. Cf. the
misstatement of Barbaro 5 [CC 1: 11]: Adi 13 pur dezembrio fo praticado de retignir le galie
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grosse de marcavo per conservation de Costantinopoli, e questa pratica fo fatta in la giexia de Santa
Sofia.

Ibid.

Ibid. [CC 1:11,12].

Or was it the 13th of December? Cf. supra, n. 199.

Girolamo Minotto and his family were personally committed to the defense of Con-
stantinople, a fact that was known to the sultan. During the siege, this family fought
valiantly and its members were systematically executed upon an order of the sultan after
the sack of the city. News of the fate of the Minotti was slow in reaching Venice and for
a long time there was uncertainty as to their whereabouts. Marco Barbaro, il genealogista,
enters the following note, dated 18 July 18 1453, to the journal of his relative, Nicolo:

Dopo presa la citta, il Titrco fece far cride, che chi avesse case in Costantinopoli gli dicesse, che
egli le faria consegnare, et olti grechi et latini andarono a dirli dove erano le sue case, fra quali
fu il nostro Bailo, e il Consolo Taragonense, et in vece delle case, il Titrco feceli tagliar la testa,
a esso Consolo, et a doi altri de’ suoi, et al Bailo nostro et suo fiol, et a doi altri nostri nobeli.

Girolamo Minotto had two sons who participated in the defense. Paolo was killed in
battle; Zorzi and his father, Girolamo, were executed soon afterward, as Lomellino, the
podesta of Pera notes, CC 1: 46: Decapitari fecit [Mehmed| suis [?] diebus bailum Venetorum
cum eius filio et aliis septem Venetis; et similiter consulem Catalanorum cum aliis quinque vel
sex Catalanis. News of their supposed captivity reached Venice in the guise of rumors
and attempts were made to ransom Zorzi, who, it was believed as late as the begin-
ning of August, was still alive and a prisoner of the sultan. On the other hand, no one
could discover what had become of the wife of Girolamo Minotto during the sack. She
appears to have simply vanished. Cf. A.S. 1V Senato Mar. R. 4, tol. 202: Cum omnibus notus
sit miserabilis casus nobilis viri, ser Jeronimi Minotto, qui erat Baiulus Constantinopolis, qui sic
ut habentur ductus est captivus in Tirchia cum uxore et uno filio et perdidit omnem facultatem
suam. On the fate of the Minotti, cf. PaL. 2: 133, 134 n. 87;and CC 1: 369, 370 n. 182.
The most accurate information on the fate of the Minotti was brought to Venice by
Catarino Contarini, another defender and also a prisoner of the Turks prior to being
ransomed, who finally reached Venice by the 16th of August 1453. On him, cf. Stefano
Magno, NE 3: 300:

Adi 16 agosto [1453], el venne con un grippo Cattarin Contarini da Constantinopoli, il quale
se haveva scosso; per lo quale fu inteso della morte dada al bailo et suo fiolo et recuperation de
i altri nostri Venetiani, et hebbe notitia del muodo del perder della cittade.

The heroism of Girolamo in the defense of Constantinople has been noted by histo-
rians. Cf., e.g., C. Maltezou, O Ocouog 100 év Kwvotaviivovwolder Beverod Boilov
(1268—1453), Bipliobnxn Zopiog N. Zoprwolov 6 (Athens, 1970), pp. 51, 52:

Ovdelg Spmg £de1&ev 10 0appog T00 Gerolamo Minotto. . . [0 Minotto] &[v]oulev
6t M Bevetio 0 €vioyve movToOTPOWOS TOV Gy@dVO TOV . . . (VEL 3¢ GAVOOVIG
QWAVINGEWG, . . . ABNYOPEVSE TOV AWOBAOLY TMV PeveTKDY wAolmv Kai £TéyOn
€1¢ TV V@npeciav Tod avToKpAToPOg . . . @0 NdVVITO VA Avapueivy TV EVIOANV TG
pntpowoOre®c, O NdVVaTo vo fondnon tovg dmoikovg va dtapvyovy 1o KhooD
tdv Todpkwv, Oa Ndvvato téhog O 1610g va Mmwoyvynon. Ouwg 6&v Empatev
o010 . . . O Pdihog mpocépepe v Porbeidv tov, dte N ydpa Tov NPV va
WPOGPEPY TNV IBIKNAV TG, 0 Pdurog dia i avtobuciog tov Edeiéev eig v Avoy,
étL doeke abTn véL elye mpatet.

Barbaro 5 (not included in CC 1):

poi parla misser lo bailo digando: misser lo capetanio, io ve so confortar, perima per I’amor de
Dio, e poi per honor de la cristianitade, e per honor de la signoria nostra de Veniexia, che vui
dobié romagnir qua in Costantinopoli a obedientia de I'imperador, e questo perché la nostra
signoria de Veniexia si ’avra _forte a bene de la romagnuda vostra.
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205 1Ibid. 6 (not included in CC 1):

Come miser o bailo con i marcadanti intexe la opinion de miser lo capetanio, che el iera al tuo
disposto de partirse in la dia hora, miser lo bailo con i marcadanti ando in terra, e i fexe conseio
de retegnir le galie a defension de Costantinopoli, prima per I’amor de Dio, e puo per honor de
la cristianitade, in nel qual conseio fo reignude le galie.

Yet the Venetian authorities in Constantinople did not feel that this decree would prove
a powerful deterrent to those wishing to leave. They eventually included a heavy finan-
cial penalty for anyone caught attempting to depart without authorization. Cf. Barbaro
7,8 (not included in CC 1):

Abiando fato el conseio, che le galie dovesse romagnir in Costantinopoli, non resta che i capeta-
nii ad ogni modo voiana partirse, e pagar la pena de ducati 3000 per zascaduno, e pero i mar-
cadanti per prevalerse lor con sue mercadantie, convene far uno protesto, e protestar i capetanij
che non se partisse.



5 Defender, humanist, and
survivor

1 Imperial councilor and legate

Isidore provides a summary of his experiences in Constantinople before the
commencement of the siege in the first paragraph of his report to Pope Nicho-
las, which he composed soon after the fall of the city and his successful escape
from the carnage. The opening paragraph of his epistula' reads as follows:

Postquam ego ab urbe Romana egressus sum, nonullas litteras Beatudini vestrae
exposui et postissime de unione Graecorum cum ecclesia catholica facta et conclusa
cum Deo esse, quae tamen iuxta tempus conveniens et condecibile facta est, nam
valde delata et tardata est. Facta enim die XII mensis <Dece>mbris proxime elapsi
tandem illa perfecta et conclusa, et tota urbs Constantinopolitana cum ecclesia cathol-
ica unita est et ubique commemorabatur Beatitudo vestra, postea reverendissimus
patriarcha Gregorius, qui non solum tempore quo fuit in Constantinopoli in nulla
altera ecclesia, verum et<iam> in suo monasterio nequaquam commemorabatur,
verum, facta unione, tota urbs eum commemorabatur, ut fertur. Fuerunt enim omnes
usque ad minorem una cum imperatore uniti et, gratia Dei, catholici usque ad horam
et tempus nefandum ipsius desolationis et captivitatis urbis miserrimae Constantino-
politanae. Attamen Scholarius ille et alii octo monachorum sociorum suorum una
cum eo unione praefata abalienaverunt se. Haec quidem omnia bene se ad certum
tempus habebant.

After I departed from the city of Rome, I drafted a few letters for Your
Beatitude with regard to the union of the Greeks with the Catholic Church,
which was accomplished and concluded with [the help of] God.You will
find that it was done and concluded in a timely fashion, even though it had
been delayed and postponed for such a long time. It was accomplished on
the twelfth day of December of the last year. It was perfectly concluded and
the entire city of Constantinople was united with the Catholic Church.
Everywhere Your name was first commemorated and was followed by [the
commemoration of the name of] the most reverend Patriarch Gregory
(which had not ever been done in any church in Constantinople, includ-
ing his own monastery) but, with the conclusion of the union, he was
commemorated by the entire city, as it was said. All, to the last citizen, were
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united with the emperor and with the Catholics (thanks be to God!) until
the horrible time and the hour of the destruction and captivity of the
most miserable city of Constantinople. Yet, Scholarios and another eight
monks, his associates, refused to participate in the union.? Such matters
were accomplished in a satisfactory manner, up to a certain time.

His arrival had been controversial. While the Italian inhabitants were very
respectful to him,® the Greek population must have felt nervousness and must
have been suspicious of the true nature of the mission of Isidore, especially since
he was accompanied by an armed contingent ostensibly to help in the upcom-
ing siege. The populace may have viewed Isidore’s mercenaries as his armed
“gang” to enforce church union and to strengthen papal designs, demands, and
will.

Girolamo Minotto, convinced the Venetians to stay and defend the harbor,
but many of them did so unwillingly and problems continued throughout the
siege.* We can state with confidence that Isidore played a key role in convincing
the Venetians to remain and to defend the inner harbor of the Golden Horn.
Apparently, the debate of 13 December achieved nothing; on the following day
the cardinal and his friend Leonardo of Chios pressed their arguments again. In
that debate, it should be noted, the emperor was not present, but evidently had
entrusted his advisor to argue the case on behalf of the city. Again, the details are
provided by Barbaro, who notes the importance of the cardinal in the course
of the debate:®

In questo zorno, zoé di 14 dezembrio da puo manzar, vene in galia da misser
lo capetanio el reverendo gardenal de Rosia [Isidore| con el vescovo de Metelin
[Leonardo of Chios], etiam ne vene misser lo bailo [Girolamo Minotto| con
molti baroni del imperador e tutti nostri marcadanti . . . el gardinal se fo el primo
che patla e dise; . . . non n’averemo dubito in questo inverno, che fuste de Turchi ne
vegna a danizar el porto nostro, e a combater per altra via, e questo medemo si dise
el vescovo de Metelin.

On that day, that is, December 14, after lunch, the reverend lord cardinal
of Rus’ [Isidore] with the bishop of Mytilene [Leonardo of Chios] came
to the galley of the lord captain. The bailo [Girolamo Minotto] and many
barons of the emperor, along with all our merchants also came . . . the car-
dinal was the first to speak and said: “. .. we have no doubt that the fuste
[Light ships| of the Turks will come and cause damage to our harbor. They
will fight in every way.” Similar arguments were voiced by the bishop of
Mytilene.

Isidore was quite influential among this group. It was not just his prestige as a
papal legate; the fact that he had contacts at the court must also have been fac-
tor. In addition, the primary reason that his arguments carried weight among
the Venetians of Constantinople must have been the fact that Isidore had been
granted Venetian citizenship and he was formally a citizen of Venice as well. For
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quite some time in the past decade he had been close to the Venetian Senate
and he had been granted citizenship by the Grand Council on a vote of 637 to
19, with eight abstaining ballots, on 15 June 1443.°

The “barons” of the emperor further supported the arguments of the two
churchmen, but it is doubtful that their words carried the same weight as the
case presented by the churchmen and especially by the Venetian legate of the
pope. It is perhaps significant that the counter-arguments of the Venetians were
directed to the two churchmen, while, in their reply, the imperial courtiers
seem to have been ignored and reference to them comes as an afterthought.”
The Venetians added a threat when they simply stated that their galleys could
depart on that very same night, with or without leave. This threat was taken
seriously and the bailo called a council in the Venetian Church of San Marco
of Constantinople, at which he applied pressure to retain the galleys and it was
finally decided, by a vote of 21 in favor (with a single vote in opposition) to
retain the galleys in Constantinople for the defense of the harbor. Thus the
combination of efforts from the cardinal, the archbishop, and the bailo, won the
day. The Venetian contingent proved invaluable in the defense of Constantino-
ple and suffered enormous losses, both financial® and personal, during the sack
and in the wave of executions that followed. Yet the decision enforced by the
arguments of Isidore and by the steadfast nature of the bailo was not acceptable
to all Venetians. In an effort to protect their cargo, some Venetian merchants,
assisted by boat captains, drew up a document of formal protest,” signed by
thirty-one individuals,'” who however remained, in spite of their protest, to
defend the city gallantly.

Having assisted in recruiting the local Venetians to protect the harbor and to
guard the land and sea walls of Constantinople, Isidore turned his attention to a
series of measures to renovate the walls and the defensive structures of the city.!!
It was indeed a major effort that occupied the administration until the begin-
ning of the siege. The ancient fortifications had suffered a great deal of neglect
over the centuries and they were in need of major repair, although efforts had
been initiated during the reign of John VIII and of his successor Constantine
XI to do something about the deplorable state of the major lines of defense. In
the nineteenth century the surviving sections of the walls were surveyed and a
number of inscriptions recording the repairs of 1453 were identified.” Some
of the inscriptions mention the name of John VIII; a few include the name of
his successor.

The reinforcement of the defenses was heavily handicapped by the inability
of the court to pay for repairs.”® In the days of Constantine XI'* the imperial
treasury was simply bankrupt and the emperor had to resort to desperate, albeit
ineffective, measures to enrich his depleted finances. A typical attempt that
proved fruitless is instructive. Constantine sought to impose a tariff on Venetian
merchandise in Constantinople, mainly on wine and on imported hides. This
desperate attempt to produce some funds for the court’s depleted treasury met
with incredible resistance from the emperor’s Venetian allies and fellow resi-
dents” and from the official envoy from Venice, Nicolo da Canale, who later
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was destined to play a major role in the Levant.'® Da Canale even threatened to
abandon Constantinople unless the proposed taxes were rescinded.'” In Octo-
ber of 1450 Constantine explained his actions to the doge and pointed out that
his treasury was empty.'® The Latin translation of the emperor’s letter (dated
the 23rd of October 1450) to the doge has survived.!” Constantine explained
his imposition of the tax as pro utilitate urbis, “for the welfare of the city”’* This
measure was finally rescinded and no funds entered the treasury.

Nothing seemed to alleviate the financial situation and no resources could be
found.?' By 1453 the situation had become desperate. In the period before the
commencement of the siege and during the siege itself, the problems were so
compounded that the emperor was left with no other choice but to “borrow”
from churches and from dedicatory offerings. Eyewitnesses, who were moved
by the emperor’s pathetic actions, justified this emergency measure by appeal-
ing to precedents in antiquity and in accordance with the prevailing humanistic
principles of the period. Leonardo describes these desperate measures to raise
hard cash and cites similar emergency measures that had been taken long ago.?

‘What exacerbated this nightmare was also the fact that some of the prominent
individuals in Constantinople, who were reputed to be extremely wealthy, also
proved unwilling to contribute to the defense.” A typical example is afforded
by Loukas Notaras,** the court’s grand duke and the effective prime minister
of the emperor, who was reputed to be immensely wealthy and who had heav-
ily invested his fortune in Italian institutions. His investments had assured his
daughters and one surviving son of a comfortable life in Italy after the fall of
the imperial city. Notaras, however, was accused of having failed to contribute
to the defense of Constantinople. By the 1470s charges of treason had mounted
up® and Notaras’s surviving daughter sought the services of a minor human-
ist in a futile attempt to rehabilitate her late father’s reputation.”® While the
specific citation of Notaras may or may not be fair, it is simply a reflection of
the general situation, in which individuals of means and of the upper classes
simply failed to contribute to the common good for various reasons. We do not
know how Notaras justified his position to deny his funds for the defense.”’
It 1s possible that the bulk of his fortune had been invested and transported to
Italy with other members of his family, who had departed in the days before
the siege. After the fall he was justly or unjustly accused of hoarding his wealth
in order to donate it to the sultan, in a pathetic attempt to win his favor. This
attempt, if it occurred at all, ultimately failed, as Notaras was a prominent vic-
tim in Mehmed’s wave of executions following the sack.? In general terms, the
emperor’s inability to secure funds from his citizens for the defense of Con-
stantinople was also noted by Barbaro’s relative, Marco Barbaro, who supplied
notes to the text of the journal and it must have been a well-known item in
circulation among the population during the siege.”

It must have been a welcome relief to the emperor to find an individual will-
ing to contribute to the defense fund. Isidore seems to be the only volunteer
whose name is actually recorded as a contributor. The cardinal must have noted
the dilapidated conditions of the fortifications during his previous trip and
when he arrived with his contingent in 1452 he may have made provisions to
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transfer funds to assist in this endeavor. It is notable that he makes no mention
of his contribution and never takes any credit for restoring a section of the for-
tifications.** We owe this information to the narrative of his friend and associate
Leonardo, who states this fact a number of times in his narrative and suggests
that the cardinal’s funds were a personal contribution from his own money
and not from the Roman Church. Thus Leonardo relates:*" Hieronymus Ital-
ianus, Leonardus de Langasco, Genuenses, cum multis sociis Chsyloportam et turres, quas
Anemadas vocant impensis cardinalis reparatas, spectabant, “Hieronymus the Italian,
Leonardo de Langasco, and the Genoese with many allies defended Xyloporta
['Wooden Gate’] and the Anemades® Towers, which had been repaired with
funds from the cardinal” Xyloporta* and the Anemades Towers are located
to the north of the fortifications and west of the Golden Horn, an area that
also received the attention of the Venetians before the commencement of the
siege, for it seems to have been a weak sector, probably because of the absence
of a moat and the reality that there was a single line of fortifications defending
mainly the sector around the palace of Blakhernai. In addition to this problem,
Greek laborers refused to assist in the repairs that were immediately needed
during the siege unless they were to be paid at once in hard currency.*

The exceptional example of Isidore being willing to contribute to the
defense from his personal funds is contrasted by Leonardo with the unwilling-
ness of the locals to help in strengthening their own city against the enemy:*

Sed, o Graecorum impietatem, o patriae proditores, o avaros! quos cum saepenumero
lacrymis perfusus inops imperator rogasset ut pro militibus conducendis pecuniam
mutuarent, jurabant se inopes, exhaustos penuria temporum, quos posthac ditissimos
hostis invenit. A paucis nihilominus quaedam ultronea oblatio est. Cardinalis Hercle
omne studium adhibuit in ferenda ope, in firmandis turribus et muro.

Oh the impiety of the Greeks! What traitors to their fatherland! Avari-
cious individuals! How often did your emperor beg you, with tears in his
eyes, to lend him money to hire mercenaries, and you swore that you were
destitute, impoverished in these times of poverty! Yet the enemy discovered
that you were so rich. Yet there were some voluntary contributions by a
few individuals. By Hercules, there was the cardinal who spared no effort
to render assistance in strengthening the walls and towers.

Exactly how Isidore made his contribution available for the repair of these
towers is not known. Nevertheless it was a noteworthy expense, as another
friend of Isidore tells us that the cardinal expended all he had on the repairs and
had even resorted to selling his own vestments for the purpose.** One hopes
that Isidore’s contribution was spent appropriately, as there were again many
rumors after the fall that the contractors, who had been entrusted with the
renovations on the walls, had taken advantage of their position and had appro-
priated most of the funds for themselves to the detriment of the repairs that
they had been hired to complete. An inscription on the walls has preserved the
name of a contractor: Manuel lagaris, who had been placed in charge of repairs
during the months preceding the siege.”” After the sack Iagaris was accused in
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the literature of the period of enriching himself at the expense of the repairs
and of the general welfare. lagaris was a member of the court and a few years
earlier had been a member of the delegation that oftered the crown to Con-
stantine XI at Mistra.*® Leonardo accuses Manuel Iagaris and his associate, the
rabid anti-unionist hieromonk Neophytos from Rhodes, of blatant misconduct
in the repairs of the fortifications. The archbishop includes a sardonic observa-
tion: their profits fell ultimately into the hands of the Turks and they failed to
enjoy their ill-gotten gains.”” We can only hope that the funds contributed by
Isidore were put to good use and did not go into the coffers of the scheming
contractors. During the siege the sector that was reinforced was not one of the
primary targets of the Ottoman army, but it did come under attack late in the
siege and was valiantly defended by Girolamo Minotto and his Venetians. This
sector was never breached.®

I[sidore was also assigned another area to defend during the siege.*' Again
our information is derived from his friend and close associate, Leonardo, who
informs us that the cardinal defended the area about the Monastery of Saint
Demetrios.*” Isidore had been the abbot of that monastery before his appoint-
ment as metropolitan of Kiev and the Rus’ Church. His familiarity with the
monastery and its neighborhood must have been one of the deciding factors.
Another contributing factor to his appointment to this command could have
been that the area was defended by Loukas Notaras,* who may have come
under suspicion by the court, because of his contacts within the Ottoman camp.
So it was whispered in the city during the siege.** Further, Notaras had openly
quarreled with the valiant condotierre, Giovanni Guglielmo Longo Giustiniani,
Constantine XI’s commander in chief at the critical sector on the western forti-
fications (the sector including the Gate of Saint Romanos and the Pempton) on
the eve of the general assault. The issue between the two men was the question
of the transfer of cannon from the relative safety of the sea walls commanded
by Loukas Notaras to the dangerous sector of the land fortifications under the
command of Giustiniani.*® Could it be that in addition to the defense of the
Saint Demetrios sector, Isidore was also meant to maintain a watchful eye over
Notaras and over other monks and priests assigned to the defense of the sea
walls* who were under the influence of anti-unionists and were not exactly
pleased with the task assigned to them by the unionist administration? The sec-
tor of Saint Demetrios, as we have noted, was not a major target of the Otto-
man army nor navy and Isidore was eventually able to leave his position on the
day of the sack and to proceed to the neighborhood of Santa Sophia apparently
without encountering any difficulty. He was eventually wounded, not at his
sector, but in the immediate neighborhood of Santa Sophia.

2 Warrior and reporter

The exact activities of Isidore during the period of the siege are not known. He
has not reported on these duties and in his surviving writings he appears self-
effacing, as he also fails to mention his monetary contributions to the defense
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and his reinforcement of the walls. Leonardo provides a few passing notes. He
states, for instance, that Isidore attended all meetings of the high command*’
and, consequently, must have been well informed concerning strategy and
operations that were planned at the headquarters of the emperor and his offic-
ers, including the presence of Giustiniani, who was in charge of the most criti-
cal sector in the Mesoteikhion. Furthermore, Isidore was either accompanied
by Leonardo to those meetings or Leonardo was kept informed by Isidore with
regard to the daily decisions. Leonardo must have implicitly trusted his fellow
churchman. If it were otherwise, he would not have known some important
information that he has passed on to us. This information is not duplicated in
other sources, whose writers were in Constantinople but had no direct contacts
within the court. Thus, some of Leonardo’s information comes from intimate
knowledge of what was decided at these strategic sessions of the command,
which Isidore must have discussed with him, while Barbaro, Ubertino Pusculo,
Giacomo Tetaldi, and Benvenuto of Ancona, who were present in Constan-
tinople, but were not members of the high command, fail to replicate. Isidore,
therefore, must have been one of the sources, if not the main source, for Leon-
ardo’s account of the siege, who then went on to produce what has become the
regina narrationum of the siege among historians.*

Undoubtedly, it was through Isidore that Leonardo*’ learned that Mehmed’s
grand vizier, Halil Candarli, whose friendly attitude towards the Greeks and
their defense against the Ottoman army was generally known, was also inform-
ing the Constantinopolitan high command of the sultan’s plans for oftensive
operations,” a fact that outside the court was not widely known throughout
the city, but was suspected at the Porte. Eventually, Halil paid with his life for
his treacherous activities. Apparently Loukas Notaras informed on Halil, whose
correspondence he may have hoarded, in his attempt to gain favor with the
sultan, as reported by Leonardo.”' Leonardo further mentions that the sultan’s
vizier communicated with the Constantinopolitan court on this occasion, but
the implication is that he had done so throughout the siege:>* Frequentes enim
epistolae ad imperatorem ex Calilbascia portabantur,> “frequently letters from Halil
Pasha kept arriving.” Leonardo either knew of this information by attending
the court’s strategy sessions himself as a “friend” of Isidore or the cardinal had
communicated this information to him.

It is unknown whether Isidore personally took up arms and fought on the
walls. He and Leonardo never mention their own activities on the walls. Nev-
ertheless, Isidore was aware of the historical importance of the siege® and made
detailed notes of the operations throughout the siege, as he relates in his letter
to his friend, Cardinal Bessarion:*® Scripsi quoque pariter super omnia, mores ipsius
Tirci et curam eius ac vigilantiam ad totum orbem terrarum su<a>e dicioni subigendum
et Christi nomen de terra delendum radicitus, ““1 took notes about everything: the
customs of the Turk himself and his care and vigilance to subjugate the entire
world and to eradicate the name of Christ from the earth.””Whether these notes
survived or not remains unknown, for Isidore experienced numerous adven-
tures before he reached safety one month after the sack. There is a statement in
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his letter to Bessarion that suggests that he had nothing to consult and that he
remained confused and dazed,>® even one month after the fall, when he was still
unable to gather his thoughts and concentrate on what had really taken place.
He suggests, nevertheless, that his information in this letter is not complete and
that he intended to make available the details in person when he saw his friend.
There are also indications that he withheld information on purpose. He was
presumably unwilling to put certain events and incidents in writing; again he
suggests that he will convey this information orally, and in person.”’

During the siege Isidore and Leonardo must have observed operations
together and must have discussed their significance in comparison to what
they knew of antiquity. This may explain why similar comparisons appear in
their narratives. They both compare Mehmed II to Alexander the Great and it
is in Isidore’s letter that we encounter the first attempt to connect Mehmed
IT with Alexander the Great. This comparison is also repeated in other letters
of Isidore.® Leonardo was an ecclesiastic with strong humanistic tendencies
and he was well known among the active lovers of antiquity during the quat-
trocento.’® Leonardo was indeed aware of the comparison between Mehmed and
Alexander, but chose not to utilize it frequently in his account. He only con-
trasts the sultan to the Macedonian king once, in connection with the sultan’s
crucial council, in the course of which Mehmed was persuaded by his advisors
to launch the final assault on 29 May and to abandon all thoughts of a planned
withdrawal. Once the young sultan makes his decision to launch the assault, he
compares himself, in Leonardo’s narrative, to Alexander the Great. Languschi-
Dolfin follows suit and inserts the actual name of “the Macedonian.” Signifi-
cantly, Makarios Melissourgos-Melissenos omits reference to Alexander, while
the text of the early seventeenth-century follower of Leonardo, the anonymous
author of the Codex Barberinus 111, furnishes a more faithful paraphrase of
Leonardo (and more accurately, via Sansovino’s Italian translation of Leonardo’s
Latin account).

Leonardo also makes an indirect reference to Alexander the Great without
declaring his name. He compares Mehmed’s Janissaries to Alexander’s body-
guard, presumably the hypaspistai, and amusingly, albeit erroneously, refers to
them as the Myrmidones.®® He then expresses the opinion that the “Myrmi-
dones” can be equated with the famous Ottoman regiments, known in Turkish
as yeni ¢eri or “new army,” hence the Janissaries. On another occasion Leonardo
portrays the sultan comparing himself to Alexander.®' Is it more than coinci-
dental that Cardinal Isidore uses a similar phrase:®* regem Alexandrum admirandum
Macedonem cum minori potential subiuga<vi>sse totum orbem, in his correspond-
ence? This common phrase and shared sentiment may reflect an echo of actual
conversations between the cardinal and his friend during the siege, while they
were comparing notes on the operations and their significance.

Another comparison that the two churchmen share, which probably derives
from their conversations during the siege, invokes the name of the Great King
of Persia, Xerxes. The earliest writer to draw a comparison between the sultan
and the great king is Isidore in his correspondence from Crete. He does so in
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one of his letters to Bessarion. This report is the initial reference and conse-
quently a historically significant account of the siege operations. Isidore likens
the floating bridge that the sultan constructed, denying absolute command of
Constantinople’s harbor to the Venetian defenders and threatening the sea walls
of the city, to the bridge across the Hellespont that Xerxes had assembled in
order to transfer his army to the European continent.®® Isidore returns to the
same topic in his letter of 8 July to Pope NicholasV, and states that Mehmed’s
bridge did survive the siege and still remains standing in place at the time of
his composition.** Leonardo also makes a similar comparison, in the same con-
text.® He additionally furnishes a detailed description, including the measure-
ments of the sultan’s pontoon structure.®® What is also of significance here is
that another eyewitness of the siege, the classically minded Pusculo, also touches
on Xerxes. Is it possible that the comparison initiated by Isidore and Leonardo
had become a commonplace within Constantinople during the period of the
siege and was even picked up by Pusculo? The mention of Xerxes in Leonardo
clearly echoes Isidore and various other items that the two clerics discussed
between themselves during the siege. Pusculo’s references to Xerxes® implies
that during the siege the association of Mehmed to Xerxes may have circulated
among the defenders, Greeks and Italians alike. The reference to Xerxes is spe-
cific, as it applies to Mehmed’s stratagem of a floating bridge, which in the final
analysis was not comparable, in scale and size, to the bridge that the Great King
had built across the Hellespont in the fifth century or to the channel that he cut
across the peninsula of Mount Athos. The sudden fame of the Great King seems
then to be a late phenomenon in Byzantine literature and we wonder about
the origins of this perspective, which may ultimately find roots in “popular”
prophecies and folk beliefs.®

Among the corpus of Isidore’s letters, there are four epistles that bear a
direct connection to the fall of Constantinople, to his adventures, and to the
events that he had witnessed. Of the four letters the most significant is the
earliest, which was written soon after Isidore had reached the safe haven of
Candia, on 6 July. The original letter was composed in Greek, as it had been
directed to Bessarion. The original Greek text has disappeared. We know that
the surviving Latin text was rendered by a humanist in Italy as his exercise
in translation from the Greek, a fact that the translator himself declares in a
note.”” On the same day another letter translated from Greek into Latin was
dispatched from Candia. This letter was translated into Italian by the notary
Pasio di Bertipaglia of Candia.” It is unknown whether Pasio translated a ver-
sion of this text that was articulated by Isidore or whether he accomplished
his translation from a written Greek version of this letter that had been pre-
sented to him by Isidore.”" Soon afterwards, Isidore finished his formal report
to Pope Nicholas V. It was accomplished as stated in the heading on the 8th
of July,”? but in its conclusion the 15th of July is cited.” Perhaps it took some
days for a translation into Latin to be completed. We do not know the name
of the translator, but Isidore could have availed himself of numerous bilingual
humanists who were resident on Candia. The incipit of the letter suggests that
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it was given (in written form or dictated in Greek?) at the home of a notary
who applied his seal.” It should further be noted that before Isidore com-
posed these letters he took no respite from his adventures.”” He seems to have
provided oral accounts of his adventures and of the fall of Constantinople to
various individuals on Candia whenever the situation demanded. It is also
probable that he even produced a public oral recitation on the fall of the city.
Thus a letter precedes Isidore’s account of the 6th of July by one day’® and was
composed by a resident of Candia, Fra Girolamo of Florence, who was vicar
of the Minorites in Crete. Another important associate of Isidore in Crete
was the Venetian humanist Lauro Quirini, who obtained information from
the cardinal, as he states,”” and then utilized this evidence in his long letter of
the 15th of July”™ to the pope.” Thus the remainder of the letters that Isidore
composed at this time belong to his campaign of propaganda intended to ring
the alarm bells among European leaders. He seems to have hoped for their
intervention against the sultan.’® He final composition is a letter to the duke
of Burgundy, at a later date (the 22nd of February 1455), that adds no new
information.”

We have selected two letters, to Bessarion and to the pope,* to quote pres-
ently, as they represent some of the earliest accounts, which have not been
consistently quoted or utilized in modern scholarship. Yet, they represent the
observations of a primary eyewitness. Together with the text of Leonardo,
whose importance has always been valued and has been utilized, they become
some of the more valuable early impressions of an individual who had partici-
pated in the siege, had been familiar with the headquarters of the defense, and
had suffered during the sack of the city.

3 Two letters of Isidore
1 Isidore’s letter to Cardinal Bessarion

Epistolarev<erendissi>mi d<omini> cardinalis Ruteni scripta ad rev<erendissi>mum
d<ominum>  Bessarionem episcopum Tisculanum  cardinalem Nic<a>enum
Bonnoni<a>e legatum. Capta Constantinopoli, idem cardinalis Rutenus e manibus
Tirrcorum in Cretam insulam profugit. De gr<a>eco in latinum conversa.
Rev<erendissi>me in Christo pater et domine, salutem in omnibus plurimam.

1 Saepenumero anteactis temporibus ad vestram reverentiam scriptitavi, a qua nec
responsionem quidem ullam accepi; quid in causa fuerit, ignoro. Illud coniectare
licet: aut meae tibi redditac non sunt aut ad me tuae non sunt delatae baiulorum
forte negligentia, quod etiam bello et rerum asperitati tribuere possumus, aut, quod
tertio loco relinquitur, tua nobis irata est atque adversatur reverentia, quemadmodum
et Deus ipse, qui se quasi gravem, infestum praebuisse videtur illi miserrim<a>e
atque infelicissim<a>e urbi et civitati, qu<a>e quondam erat et ab impiis quoque
et atrocissimis infidelibus appellabatur Constantinopolis, nunc vero pessimo fato Tiir-
copolis, cuius ego memor rivos profundo iuges atque incessabiles lacrimarum. Manus
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pr<a>eterea me dius fidius calamitates eius exarans vix moveri potest, mens mea
tanquam hominis extra se positi ac paene insensati desidet continue, si quidem
deambulans, iacens, stans, sedens, dormiens, vigilans, fontes lacrimarum emitto.

2 Et per immortalem Deum, cuius oculis patent et manifesta sunt omnia, saepius
ac saepius illum execratus sum ac maledixi crudelem ex "Tisrcis, qui me sagitta fixit
atque in sinistra capitis parte vulneravit ante ianuam cuiusdam monasterii, non
tam acriter tamen ut eadem hora mihi vitam eripuerit, propterea quia eques eram
et attonitus et spiculum ipsum magna in parte vires amiserat; sed me Deus, opinot,
servare voluit, ut reliquas ommnes tales ac tantas infortunatissim<a>e illius urbis
adversitates conspiciam.

3 Repetamus enim ab <a>eterno cum plurimarum civitatum et parvarum et
maximarum casus et min<a>e in diversis mundi partibus olim fuisse legantur,
nulla unquam fuit, quae Constantinopolitan<a>e possit expugnationi ac direptioni
comparari. Non Troi<a>e populatio, non Thebarum eversio, non Hierosolymorum
trina destructio, non Antiochi<a>e, non Rom<a>e, non Alexandri<a>e, non cui-
usvis alterius sive maioris sive minoris civitatis. Sed haec in praesentiarum recensere
longum esset nec tempus plura patitur; postquam vero ad vos duce Domino venire
constitui, pr<a>esens multa explicabo, qu<a>e litterarum ac epistol<a>e modum
superant. Nunc paucula tantum perstringam, ut compendiose rei summam teneatis.
Sic autem res se habet.

4 Cum circam mensem Maii superioris anni Romam religuissem, nullum peni-
tus inde pr<a>esidium vel auxilium referens, quam melius potui me ad iter paravi
et profecto de urbe ipsa exiens, primo, ut aiunt, calcari et passu, omnia mihi adverse
atque infeliciter succedere ceperunt. Omitto autem nunc singula. Tantisper sex men-
ses in itinere cucurrerunt, cum vix et tandem sextum et vigessimum mensis Octobris
diem ad infelicissimam urbem Constantinopolim pervenimus, hoste ac ferro clausam
et undique circumseptam.

5 Quid igitur dixerim fecerimque ac mente volverim, non facile verbis aut scriptis
complecti possem. Duorum mensium spatio classis coacta est atque adunata Chris-
tianorum ac perfecte et inviolate unita, quemadmodum et alias bis scripsi ad vestram
reverentiam et quidem abunde satis et late. Cum autem res Christianorum splen-
dide ac secunde procedere videbantur, quamvis et Turcorum quoque solertia pugnandi
contra civitatem non cessaret [et| ardens studium et inexplicabile desiderium. Scripsi
quoque pariter super omnia, motes ipsius Turci et curam eius ac vigilantiam ad totum
orbem terrarum su<a>e dicioni subigendum et Christi nomen de terra delendum
radicitus. 1d enim mente sua exagitans commentatur et manum_fortem pr<a>eparat
ac exercitum et classem innumeram, peditum simul et equitum circiter trecento-
rum milium iudicatam, triremes, biremes and uniremes viginti et ducentas et navem
unam onerariam sive rotundam; fabros omnes, telorum omme genus, instrumenta
qu<a>eque mechanica et fabrilia congregat et exaggerat, qu<a>e ad capiendas et
expugnandas urbes apta iudicantur, tormenta qu<a>evis, bombardas, catapultas et
plurimas et maximas, ut eorum moles, monstra et portenta iudicares, quibus tandem
Constantinopoli potitus est.

6 Inter cetera vero infinita tormenta, catapultas sive bombardas, tres erant,
quarum prima quatuordecim talentorum lapidem proiciebat, altera duodecim, tertia
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decem. Cum autem reliquas omnes minores densiatas et fortitudo murorum substi-
nerent, vires illarum trium et verbera crebro et assidue concutientium m<o>>enia tol-
lerare non poterant. Ad secundum enim ictum maxima pars deiecta est atque decussa
murorum cum ipsis turribus. Tiunc autem intelleximus perfectum esse atque impletum
vetus oraculum, quod diu nostris annalibus servatum est, dicens: Vae tibi, civitas sep-
ticollis, cum te adolescens obsederit, quia tua m<o>enia fortissima demolita fuerint.

7 Subvertit itague muros circa portam Sancti Romani et pr<a>eterea eam par-
tem qu<a>e inter portas Fontis et Auream nuncupatas et antiquam Ventur<a>e
portam erant et alteram qu<a>e Caligariorum appellabatur, apud quam dum accer-
rime pugnaretur fortissimus ille Theodorus Carystenus, irrumpentibus in urbem
hostibus se opponens generose ac summa fortitudinis gloria occubuit. Totius enim
circuitus pars illa debilior erat. Alia etiam plurima et maxima et terribilia breviter
attingam.

8 Primum quidem cum validissimis catenis portus esset accinctus et clausus a
parte montis Galat<a>e usque ad portam Pulchram triremes Venetorum quinque
cum duodecim aliis onerariis sive rotundis navibus et quidem maximis portui et
catenis mire Tisrcorum introitum prohibebant. Tirci vero cum se illic frustra consis-
tere animadvertent, in Dipplocioniam stationem se cum eorum navibus transtu-
lerunt, ubi et classem instruxerunt. Paucis vero post diebus viam montanam trium
milium passuum et ultra sterni iussit Turcus ad transiendas ab una parte montis
Galat<a>e in alteram biremes et soliremes nonaginta duas, quas cum in portu eo
modo traiecisset, portu potitus est et eius totaliter factus est dominus. Aliud iterum
mirabilius est machinatus, quod et Xerxes quondam fecisse memoratur: pontem
siquidem construxit et fabricavit maximum a mari Sanct<a>e Galatin<a>e usque
ad m<o>enia Cynegi, quod duplo maius est spatium quam illius Hellespontiaci
olim pontis a Xerxe fabricati, per quem non modo pedites verum etiam equites multi
simul traducebantur.

9 Alium et tertium modum aggressus contra urbem versus portam Caligariorum
a longe cunciculos quinque et subterraneos dolos effodit, per quos in urbem aditus
pateret. Cumque ad murorum usque ac turri<u>m_fundamenta applicuissent atque
ipsa iam excidere conarentur, nostri pariter intus ex amussim de directri correspond-
entes cuniculos effoderunt. Sicque hostes ea parte fugati sunt atque depulsi et de
melioribus multi sunt interempti cessavitque illius partis oppugnatio.

10 Machinamenta vero, moles, tormenta, catapultas et instrumenta, qu<a>e
nunc falconia nominantur, quis enarraverit? Scalas <si>quidem amplius trecen-
tas compegit, aggeres quoque ac terr<a>e tumulos instar collium ante muros con-
gessit, castella pra<e>terea vastissimorum lignorum erexit, turres urbis exteriores
ex<s>uperantia. Aliam insuper machinam excogitavit inauditam quidem et nostris
temporibus numquam visam; forma enim quadranguli et solidissima, intus vacuam,
domui cuipiam similem, et arte interna hominum inclusorum et rotarum cuilibet
angulo suppositarum _funibusque illigatis et aliis instrumentis volubilibus mobilem
atque mire conducibilem, super quam scal<a>e imposit<a>e deferebantur, qu<a>e
res opus effingebat Archimedis et Heronis, quod de per se et a casu moveri videbatur.
Scal<a>e autem summitates murorum ac turrium <a>equantes tot<a>e erant tab-
ulis circumgquagque vallat<a>e, ne offendi possent ascensores ab his, qui m<o>enibus
insidebant. Dicerem autem alia plura sed, ne fastidiosus sim, multa nunc omitto.
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11 Inter haec quinquaginta et tres dies Titrcus consumpsit Constantinopolim
obsidens nec quicquam perfecit. Sed cum omnis cognitionis illud difficillimum est,
quod futurum est, nobis oculos mentis occ<a>ecavit, illi vero ita aperuit, ut Martem
potentissimum ac diem et horam eius accuratissime observaverit; habet enim diligen-
tissimos astrologos Persas, quorum consiliis ac iudicio fretus summa qu<a>eque ac
maxima sese consecuturum sperat. Vigessimo itaque nono die mensis Maii proxime
peracti aurora illuscente, solis etiam radiis nostros oppugnantibus, mari ac terra urbem
invadentes Titrci ad eam partem maxime semiruptam circa Sanctum Romanum
assiluerunt, ubi multi erant fortes viri Latini et Gr<a>eci absque tamen rege ac
imperatore ipsorum, qui iam ab hostibus vulneratus ac trucidatus fuerat eiusque
caput Tisrco postea dono datum est, qui eo viso plurimum ex<s>ultavit atque illi
petulanti ludibrio improperavit et continuo in Andri<a>nopolim triumphandum
misit.

12 Erat autem cum imperatore illo ductor quidam nomine Ioannes Iustinianus,
quem multi incusant primam fuisse causam tant<a>e captivitatis et excidii: sed
omittamus. Facilis autem erat in ea parte ad m<o>enia ascensus, quia, ut dictum
est, quasi tota erat bombardis illisa ac prope decussa, propter quod et facile hostes
in urbem irruperant, nemine illic invento, qui hostium impetum reprimeret aut eam
partem defenderet.

13 Monstri autem simile erat civitatem ipsam totam pugnantem muris intus
et extra oppugnatam. Illi quidem, qui in coenobiis erant, cum intellexerunt captam
esse atque amissam totam urbem, enses et arma omnes abiciebant et servilem ac
miserabilem diem aspiciebant pr<a>eter heroicos et fortes illos viros, qui et comi-
nus ferientes et vulnerati moriebantur. Declarare autem tibi illius miserrimae urbis
calamitates neque possum nec me conantem lacrim<a>e sinunt. O inexplicabilem
ac funestum et execrabilem diem! O vocem crudelissimam atque deterrimam, quam
ter in exercitu truculentissimus Turcus proclamavit miserandam civitatem illam
pr<a>edam ac populationem et direptionem liberam Titrcorum fore, cum primum
capta esset, ut eos promptiores atque constantiores ad obsidionem redderet.

14 Vi<a>e quidem omnes strat<a>e ac angiporti sanguine et cruore fluentes
cadaveribus c<a>esorum ac intetfectorum erant plen<a>e. Trahebantur de domi-
bus nobiles atque ingenu<a>e mulieres, reste ad collum ligat<a>e, serva simul et
domina et nudis pedibus, quam plurim<a>e, filii quoque ac sorores eorum rapti
atque a patribus divisi et matribus hinc et inde abducebantur. Videres autem Tiir-
corum mancipia et servos vilissimos rapere atque distrahere delicatas illas atque
pr<a>eclarissimas virgines s<a>eculares pariter et monachas (o sol et terra!), non
tanquam boves aut pecudes vel aliquod aliud mansuetum atque domesticum ani-
mal, sed veluti gregem inmanium silvestrium et atrocium ferarum indomitarum in
mediis gladiis percussoribus ac spiculatoribus et gladiatoribus circumstipatas ex urbe
abstrahi.

15 Quid autem opus est omne vituperium, quicquid de templorum profanatione
et spurcissimis inquinamentis sacrarum rerum fecerint, dicere? Quamprimum in tem-
plo quod Sanct<a>e Sophi<a>e appellabatur (nunc autem Tisrcicum masgidium),
statuas ommnes, iconas et imagines Christi, sanctorum ac sanctarum deiecerunt et
confregerunt, omne vituperium in eas exercentes. Tabu<la>e quoque suggesti et aris
atque altaribus insilientes furibundi ac ex<s>ultantes fidem nostram et sacrificia
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Christiana deludebant et Mahometto laudes et hymnos decantabant. Sacrarii quoque
postibus confractis sacra omnia et reliquias sanctas corripientes veluti vilissima et
abiecta proiciebant. Quid autem in calycibus et consecratis vasis et pannis effecerint,
silentio pr<a>etereatur. Mandelia quoque aurea et tabulas Christi et sanctorum
imagines habentia, partim canibus, partim equis pro pr<a>es<a>epibus propone-
bant. Evangelia vero et ecclesiasticos libros pedibus conculcabant. <A>edificia item
marmorea lucidissima atque splendidissima contrita sunt atque confracta omnia et
idem in omnibus aliis templis factum est, ut nec sepulc<h>ris quidem marmoreis
ullis pepercerint; quando omnia concusserint atque attriverint, pavimenta etiam eccle-
siarum destructa et contusa et demum ea cuique summa voluptas et libido era<n>t
in sacra maximum s<a>evire ac deformia et turpissima qu<a>eque reddere. Quis
autem enumerare posset bona, res et supellectilia, quae primarum aedium ac domo-
rum_foribus concisis discerpebantur? Et sic una eademgque lux et dies in <a>eternum
memoranda et deflenda civitatem opulentissimam, magnificentissimam, illustrissi-
mam, divinam penitus, evacuatam et deletam funditus vidit. Nihil enim reliquum
fuit, quod non in manus impias Tircorum cum captivis pervenerit.

16 Non multos post dies Titrcus omnes primores civitatis redemit simulans velle
eos urbem inhabitare et in spem vit<a>e illos adducebat. Post tres dies decrevit ac
iussit primo quidem duobus filiis Notar<a>e (alter enim gloriose dimicans interierat)
capita in conspectu patris amputari, ipsi deinde patri, postea magni domestici filios
tres pulcherrimos et optimos occidit et insuper patrem eorum. Dehinc illustrem dom-
inum Nicholaum Gredetam <Goudelem?> et plurimos alios pr<a>eclarissimos
viro interemit. Fecit autem et alia plurima et horrenda, dum etiam illic essem, quae
longum esset enarrare.

17 Quomodo autem impias manus effugerim, brevi cognosces cum Italiam per-
venero; perdisces enim tunc omnia. Cum autem in Italiam Titrcus omnino transire
deliberat cum fortissima manu exercituque maximo, trecentas enim triremes et parvas
et magnas implevisse dinoscitur et naves onerarias maximas amplius quam viginti,
pedestrem etiam exercitum et equestrem numero infinitum, et h<a>ec tu quidem
vera puta, ego futura non dubito. Alexandri siquidem vitam quotidie audit arabice,
gr<a>ece et latine.

18 Eapropter confestim ex Creta naviculam dimittens per fratrem Iohannem
litteras dedi ad sanctissimum dominum nostrum papam et ad sacrum collegivm
cardinalivm, item et ad regem Aragonum et ad maximas quasque Italiae civitates,
quemadmodum et ad vestram Bononiam, hortans, excitans ac provocans eos, ut
oculos ac mentem dirigant ad horum infidelium destructionem. Unde et vestra rever-
entia pariter dignetur occurrere ad hoc salutiferum, pium ac necessarivm, opus, quam
diutissime salvam et incolumem exopto.

Tu<a>e in omnibus reverenti<a>e
Isidorus cardinalis

In Creta, die sexta Iulii anno Domini M°CCCC LIIP.
Finis. TéeAog. Apnv.
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Isidore to Bessarion

A Letter Written by the Most Reverend Ruthenian Cardinal
To the Most Reverend Lord Bessarion, the Nicene Bishop of Tuscany
and Legate to Bologna.

The Same Ruthenian Cardinal Escaped from the Hands of the Turks
After the Capture of Constantinople and Fled to the island of Crete.
It has been translated into Latin from the Greek.

1 On a number of occasions in the past I wrote numerous letters to Your
Reverence, but I never received a reply. I know not the reasons for this but
I may attribute it either to the possibility that my letters were not delivered
or to the possibility that your letters never reached me, due to official neg-
ligence brought about by the cruel war. The third possibility is that Your
Reverence may be angry and irritated with me, as is God Himself who
seems to have shown His heavy and hostile side to that most wretched and
hapless city and state, which was once called, even by savages and infidels,
Constantinople but now, with the worst of luck, is known as Turkople. Its
memory makes me groan deeply and makes me shed tears to no end. By
god, its trials have paralyzed my arms. I seem to have lost my mind, as if
I were an individual beside himself, forever unaware of his senses. I give
forth fountains of tears when I walk, when I lie down, when I stand, when
I sit, when I sleep, or when I am awake.

2 In the name of the immortal God, whose unsleeping eyes see every-
thing, again and again do I curse and consign to hell that cruel Turk who
pierced the left side of my head with an arrow in front of that legendary
monastery [Santa Sophia]. It was not a serious wound that would claim my
life, because I was on horseback and stunned, and the bolt was spent and
had lost its force for the most part. Indeed, it is my opinion, God wished to
save me so that I could witness all the remaining trials and disgrace of that
most unhappy city.

3 We read in books that since the beginning of the world so many cit-
ies, both great and insignificant, in all parts of the world fell into ruin and
yet the fate of none of them can be compared with the sack and rape of
Constantinople, not the destruction of Troy, not the destruction of Thebes,
not the three demolitions of Jerusalem, not that of Antioch, of Rome, of
Alexandria, or of whatever other great or small city may come to mind.
It is too much of a task to speak in detail and it would make too long a
tale. Later I will give a detailed account in person but not in this letter, as
I have decided to come to you, God willing. For now I will speak of a very
few matters only, so that you may form a summary impression of what has
occurred. Here is what happened.
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4 When I left Rome in May of the previous year, bringing with me
neither soldiers nor substantial aid, I had prepared myself to face a better
journey; but as soon as I left the city [Rome], at my very first steps, as they
say, I fell into waves of adversity and bad luck. I will not speak of every
individual instance for now. And so my voyage stretched into six months
and I only managed to reach the most unfortunate city of Constantinople
on the twenty-sixth day of October. The city was already under military
blockade by the enemy and had been surrounded on all sides.

5 I cannot easily express in words or in writing what I subsequently
said, did, or thought. In the course of two months the Christian fleet was
united and was deployed in perfect agreement, as I mentioned in my two
other letters that I wrote to your Reverence, with all the appropriate
details. The cause of the Christians seemed to advance in a splendid and
perfect manner, even though the enthusiastic Turks, with their unattain-
able prize in mind, had not discontinued their clever attacks against the
city, I took notes about everything: the customs of the Turk himself, his
care and vigilance to subjugate the entire world, and his zeal to eradicate
the name of Christ from the earth. He planned it in his mind and he
reckoned the strength of the forces required: an infantry and a cavalry
of about three hundred thousand, and an enormous fleet of biremes and
triremes, of two hundred twenty-one cargo (or round) ships. In addi-
tion, he amassed and assembled engineers and every kind of weapon and
engines and materiel appropriate for sieges and attacks upon cities: many
heavy siege engines of all sorts, bombards, and catapults.You would think
that he had amassed a mountain, the size of a monster, or an apparition;
they were of help to him, in the final analysis, in his attempt to seize
Constantinople.

6 Among the countless artillery pieces, there were three catapults (or
bombards). The first ejected a stone [missile] weighing fourteen talents, the
second a stone [missile| of twelve talents, and the third a stone [missile| of
ten. While the strength of the walls resisted the force of heavy bombard-
ment from all other lesser pieces, the fortifications could not withstand the
might of those three combined, and their frequent and persistent strikes.
At the second impact a large section of the walls, together with the towers,
collapsed and was demolished. It was then that we realized that the ancient
oracle preserved in our accounts had been fulfilled. It declared: “Woe to
you, City of the Seven Hills, when a young man lays siege to you, your
mighty fortifications will be destroyed.”

7 He mined the walls in the area of the Saint Romanos Gate and in the
section that extends between the Pege and the Golden Gates and the area
between the ancient Ventura and the Kaligaria Gates. The heroic Theo-
doros Karystenos, who bravely opposed the enemies at the moment of
their very entry and perished fighting most gloriously, superbly defended
the latter. That entire sector had been weakened. I will briefly touch upon
other important and terrible matters.
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8 The harbor had been barred and enclosed by very strong chains
stretching from the area of the Galatas Mount across [the harbor] to the
Beautiful Gate. Entry into the harbor was effectively denied to the Turks
by the chains and by five Venetian triremes and fifteen other merchantmen
(or round, very large vessels). When the Turks realized that their eftorts here
would be in vain, they transferred themselves with their ships to a station
in Diplokionion, where they deployed their fleet. A few days later the Turk
[Mehmed II] ordered the construction of a three-mile level road through
the mountains, to transfer, from the one side of Mount Galatas to the other,
ninety-two biremes and uniremes, which he launched, in this manner, into
the harbor, whose total control he thus assumed. Then he devised another
admirable stratagem, which Xerxes, history tells us, was also supposed to
have done in antiquity. He produced and built a very large bridge, from the
shore of Santa Galatina to the walls of Kynegos (which is twice the distance
over which Xerxes built a bridge across the Hellespont long ago). Over this
bridge not only foot soldiers but also many horsemen could cross en mass.

9 Then he [Mehmed II] tried a third approach to take the city, against
the Kaligaria Gate. From far away he dug five underground tunnels to gain
entrance into the city. When they had approached the foundations of the
walls and towers and demolition was imminent, our side from within dug
five counter-mines in direct opposition. So the enemy was repelled and
was forced to flee from that area, losing some of their better men. Attacks
in that sector ceased.

10 Who can give an account of his engines, earthworks, catapults, artil-
lery pieces,and cannon called “falcons” nowadays? He had more than three
hundred ladders put together. He constructed earthworks that resembled
mountains before the walls, in addition to castles made of such enormous
wooden beams that they surpassed in height the outer towers of the city.
Moreover, he produced an unprecedented engine that had not been seen
until our day: in rectangular shape and extremely thick but hollow in the
interior so that it resembled a house possessing an internal mechanism
so it could move on wheels which rendered it mobile through superim-
posed ropes and other movable parts so that the entire structure could be
directed; on top of it there were ladders. It seemed to have been devised by
Archimedes or Hero, as it appeared to move on its own power at will. The
ladders were as tall as our walls and towers and were protected by timber
planks all around so that the attackers who were to mount the walls could
not be harmed. I could mention countless other details but I have no wish
to bore you and I will restrict myself to a few facts.

11 After fifty-three days of siege had passed, the Turks had achieved
nothing. Yet any prediction about the future is always perilous; our mind’s
eye is blind to it. Thus somehow his eye was [blind] and he [Mehmed
II] appointed the most suitable day to launch the most strenuous attack,
as he consulted expert astrologers from Persia. He relied on their advice
and judgment to achieve his greatest goal. On the twenty-ninth of May, a
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little after the break of dawn, while the sun’s rays were blinding our side,
the Turks moved and attacked the city by land and by sea, concentrating
their main assault on the semi-demolished sector around Saint Roma-
nos, where many Greeks and Latins [Italians] had been posted together
with their commander and emperor, who was wounded and killed by the
enemy at that time. Afterwards his head was brought as a present to the
Turk [Mehmed II], who looked at it and became elated. Without delay he
dispatched it to Adrianople to be a part of his triumph.

12 Together with that heroic emperor was a warlord by the name of
Giovanni [Guglielmo Longo| Giustiniani, whom many hold to be the pri-
mary cause of that enormous destruction and resulting captivity; but let
me omit this matter. In any case, overrunning the walls was not a difficult
undertaking in that sector because, as I stated earlier, the whole sector had
been under incessant bombardment; that is why the enemy easily broke
into the city, as no one had been left to repel the enemy attack or defend
that sector.

13 It was like a nightmare: the fighting was both within and without
the city itself. Those who were in monasteries took up sword and arms
when they realized that the city had been lost and that they were facing the
miserable day of enslavement. Like heroes of legend they fought mightily
in hand-to-hand combat and fell down with wounds. I find myself unable
to give an account of the misfortunes of that most unfortunate city. Tears
come to my eyes and stop me dead. Oh, that indescribable funeral and
cursed day! Oh, that most cruel and most foul proclamation with which
that most savage Turk [Mehmed II] gave leave to the Turks to plunder,
pillage, and denude that most miserable city for three days after its fall, in
order to turn them into more willing warriors to carry out the siege.

14 All paved streets and narrow roadways were flowing with blood and
were filled with the corpses of the slain and dead. Noble and free women
were dragged from their homes and were bound from the neck. So many
maids and mistresses were bound together and were barefoot. Sons were
raped with their sisters. They were separated from their fathers and moth-
ers and were taken away. We saw the lowest servants and slaves of the Turks
snatching and leading away those graceful most noble virgins, both mem-
bers of the lay and nuns (oh sun and earth!), as if they were cows, sheep,
or any kind of domesticated animal. They were taken away from the city
like a huge herd of wild undomesticated animals, with blows from swords,
bolds, or knives.

15 Need I talk about the crimes of every kind, the acts of sacrilege
against churches, and the foulest defilement of the sacred? As soon as
they reached the Church that used to be called Santa Sophia (but now, of
course, a Turkish mescidi), they tore down and shattered all statues, icons,
and images of Christ, of male and female saints, and treated them to every
kind of sacrilege. In fury they jumped and heaped themselves on altars and
tables making sport of our faith and of the Christian sacraments and went
on to chant praises and hymns to Muhammad. They broke down the doors
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to the reliquaries and they threw out sacred relics as if they were the vilest
and worthless of objects. I will pass over in silence their acts with regard
to chalices, consecrated vessels, and vestments. With some of the golden
clothes and covers that bore images of Christ and saints they clothed their
dogs, with others their horses in their stables. They stomped on Gospels and
ecclesiastical books. They destroyed shining splendid buildings of marble.
They demolished everything and accorded the same treatment in all other
churches. Not a single marble grave was spared. After they had demolished
and leveled everything, they turned to the destruction and demolition of
church pavements. What they really wanted at the deepest level was to act
like savages and destroy everything in the most shameful manner. Who can
give an account of the property, the possessions, the furniture, which were
being snatched away through the shattered doors of buildings and homes?
Together that dawn and day must be remembered, as they witnessed the
most magnificent, most glorious city that was totally devoted to the Lord,
become deserted and annihilated. There is nothing left, which did not fall,
together with the captives, into the hands of the Turks.

16 A few days later the Turk [Mehmed II] ransomed the foremost citi-
zens. He pretended that he wanted them to settle in the city and he cre-
ated the hope that they would keep their lives. Three days later he issued
a decree and commanded first that the two sons of [Loukas] Notaras (the
third son had perished fighting heroically) be decapitated before their
father’s eyes and secondly that the father be decapitated. Next he executed
the three handsome and very good sons of the grand domestic and then
their father. Next he took the life of the illustrious lord Nikolaos Gredeta
[Goudeles] and the lives of many others, of well-known men. He commit-
ted many other horrendous deeds while I was still there. It would take too
long to enumerate them.

17 How I escaped from the infidels” hands you will find out as soon as
I reach Italy; then I will tell you everything. In any case, the Turk [Mehmed
II] is planning the invasion of Italy with a strong force and the greatest
army. It is known that he is outfitting three hundred triremes, both large
and small, as well as very large transports, more than twenty, in addition
to countless infantry and cavalry. I am speaking the truth. I have no doubt
about the future. Daily he reads the Life of Alexander [the Great] in Arabic,
Greek, and Latin.

18 I sent a small boat from Crete and letters with Brother John to our
most saintly pope and to the sacred college of cardinals. I also wrote to the
king of Aragon and especially to the Italian cities, and to your own city,
Bologna, urging, awakening, and, pressing on all of them to open their
eyes and direct their attention to the destruction wrought by these infidels.
[ pray piously that Your Reverence enjoys good health and remains in a
good state.

I remain servant to Your Reverence,
Cardinal Isidore



208  Defender, humanist, and survivor

Crete, the 6th of July 1453 A.D.
The end. Amen.

2 Isidore’s letter to Pope Nicholas 17

Beatissime et suavissime pater,
post debitam salutationem sanctorum et venerabilium pedum vestrae Beatitudinis
humiliter me ipsum eidem commendo.

1 Postquam ego ab urbe Romana egressus sum, nonullas litteras Beatudini vestrae
exposui et postissime de unione Graecorum cum ecclesia catholica facta et conclusa
cum Deo esse, quae tamen iuxta tempus convenies et condecibile facta est, nam valde
delata et tardata est. Facta enim die XII mensis <Dece>mbris proxime elapsi tan-
dem illa perfecta et conclusa, et tota urbs Constantinopolitana cum ecclesia catholica
unita est et ubique commemorabatur Beatitudo vestra, postea reverendissimus patri-
archa Gregorius, qui non solum tempore quo fuit in Constantinopoli in nulla altera
ecclesia, verum et<iam> in suo monasterio nequaquam commemorabatur, verum,
facta unione, tota urbs eum commemorabatut, ut fertur. Fuerunt enim omnes usque
ad minorem una cum imperatore uniti et, gratia Dei, catholici usque ad horam et
tempus nefandum ipsius desolationis et captivitatis urbis miserrimae Constantino-
politanae. Attamen Scholarius ille et alii octo monachorum sociorum suorum una
cum eo unione praefata abalienaverunt se. Haec quidem omnia bene se ad certum
tempus habebant.

2 Postquam vero Mahometa hic iuvenis, Tiurcorum dominus, magnus amira nun-
cupatus, qui illius primi impiae conditoris legis malitia et nequitia est successor (ni
enim ipso sit prior!), quanto etiam crudelius et magis tyrannicus est et maiorem
habet potentiam et multitudinem exercitus abundabili malitia contra Christianos
diabolum in eo ipso suscipiens fremuit et fremit, impetit et insilit, volens totaliter
eos de orbe terrarum delere atque excerpere; qui contra omnes insultat atque insurgit.
Tantum enim habet odium et abhominationem in eos, ut cum oculis Christianos
perspexit, proprios oculos abluit et abstergit, quasi visione sua foedatus sit.

3 Talis enim existens, primo Constantinopolim obsedit, peroppidum quidem
prope litus aedificavit. Postea conventiones et iuramenta quae habuit absque occasione
destruxit et omnia cicumvicinia oppida et castra urbis Constantinopolitanae circuivit
et omnes quos invenit Christianos cecidit et trucidavit. Postea omnes turres et castros
expugnavit, cum mense Augusti nuper elapsi dimisit Constantinopolim et ad suas
proprias regiones transmigravit. Et in mense sexto exercitum pedestrium et eques-
trium ultra numerum trecentorum milium et triremes magnas et parvas ducentas et
viginti praeparavit, bombardas et alia industriosa tela instruxit et multa instrumenta
confecit, quod difficile est ea numerare. Bombardas plurimas, quam mille, construxit,
quarum tres fuerunt aliis maiores: prima enim proiciebat lapidem cuius mensura
circularis erat X1 palmorum, pondus cantariorum XIV; secunda autem mensura
circularis decem palmarum et pondus cantariorum duodecim; tertia autem circularis
mensura palmarum novem et pondus cantariorum decem. Reliquae autem fuerunt
minores: una minor, alterae sclopeta innumerabilia erant. Sed omnes aliae bombardae
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nullam intulerunt laesionem, nisi solum illae tres quae lapides magnos prope iam
septingentos proiecerunt et maximum detrimentum egerunt; per eas enim illa miser-
rima urbs per dies quinquaginta <et> unum terribiliter impugnabatut, cuius pro
maiori parte muros in supetficiem terrae ruptavit et devastavit. Aliae autem bom-
bardae nullam egerunt laesionem, ut supra allegatum est, licet ac magnae ac validae
etiam illae essent.

4 Insuper alia magis nova et miraculosa mala egit, quae audientes mirari magn-
opere movent. Tempus enim provisum est portus Constantinopolitanus catena obse-
rari et observari, cum ille portus reducitur in sinum et restringitur in angustum
in civitatem Peram; quod factum est. Nam Venetorum triremes quinque et naves
magnas duodecim numero cum salario instituimus pro securitate et custodia ipsius
catenae. Quod cum amira nequam ille vidisset, statuit iter super colles et iuga fieri
per tria miliaria et ultra; iussit quoque suis triremibus stantibus foris ligna sustinere
et simul ea colligare per quae biremes LXXII numero deduceret, quas adeo per colles
et iuga currentes perduxit ac si super mare ducerentur vento frequenti, habentes remos
externos, vexilla et tentoria, ut de suo more est super mare portare; quas ad portum
tandem deduxit. Deinde pontem super mare, qui usque ad hodiernum diem manet,
construxit; habet enim distantiam de terra firma in Constantinopoli per miliare
unum et tertium.

5 Construxit etiam <scalas> CCC et ultra, quarum aliquae erant observatae
subtus fundamento quodam quadrangulo, quae quodam ingenio et industria intus
movebantur et procedebant usque <ad> muros; scalae vero habebant desuper hamos
ut, cum super muros adiacerent, hami illi ab inferiori parte habentes succursum,
per aliqguem non posse deici et deponi. Similiter erant velatae tabulis et indutae de
sursum usque deorsum et circum circa, ne ascendentes queant a scallis depelli, sed
valeant absque laesione et vulneratione ascendere. In aliis vero terram elevavit et
castra lignea infixit. Alibi autem caveas faciebat sub terra, alias nonnullas mechanicas
industrias exercebat: falcones et testudines nuncupabantur.

6 Verumtamen instabamus usque ad quinquagesimum quartum diem. In quan-
quagesimo vero <quinto> die, bello iam per universam noctem peracto et finito,
exercitu exhausto et per ipsam muri devastationem mane ingresso, urbs Constan-
tinopolitana, quae quondam felix et imperatrix omnium fuit urbium (nunc autem
misera et infelicissima), capta est, die 29 Maii. Cuius captivitas omnes ab initio
saeculi captivitates superat et excedit: Hierosolymorum ab Nabugodonosor<e> rege
pauca equidem et parva fuit respectu tantae et tam magnae; ipsius quidem pecuniae
ablatae sunt, populus autem non fuit pedibus et manibus colligatus, sed simul con-
gregatus ad Babyloniam transductus est; et sacra eorum no abrepta, non conculcata,
sed Assyriorum rex ea in aedibus suis cum reverentia observabat. Similiter et compa-
ratio nulla in aliam civitatem potest fieri, quae huic potest adaequari.

7 Quapropter deprecor, exoro atque adhortor vestram Beatitudinem ut cito fiat
aliqua providentia superinde, exinde omnem modum et industriam Beatitudo vestra
teneat ad propugnandum et occurendum et conterendum huivusmodi novi Mahometi
malignum propositum; quod equidem fiet, Domino disponente, si vestra Beatitudo
curabit et festinabit in Italiam pacem fieri; quae cum Domino fiet, ut etiam alio con-
sequatur bona quae Deus et vestra Beatitudo exoptat. Ego autem veniam cito ad vos,
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Deo dante, animam et corpus exponere pro fide Christiana et statu Christianorum;
tunc etiam narrabo, exponens modos destructionis infidelium.

Vestrae Beatitudini humilis servus
Isidorus cardinalis se totum recommendat.

Datum Candiae, die X1 Iulii LIIIo.

Most Blessed and Most Sweet Father:
My humble greetings with the due salutation
Before Your Beatitude’s saintly and most venerable feet.

1 After I departed from the city of Rome, I drafted a few letters for Your
Beatitude in regard to union of the Greeks with the Catholic Church,
which was accomplished and concluded with [the help of] God.You will
find that it was done and concluded in a timely fashion, even though it had
been delayed and postponed for such a long time. It was accomplished on
the twelfth day of December of the last year. It was perfectly concluded and
the entire city of Constantinople was united with the Catholic Church.
Everywhere Your name was first commemorated and was followed by [the
commemoration of the name of] the most reverend Patriarch Gregory
(which had not ever been done in any church in Constantinople, includ-
ing his own monastery) but, with the conclusion of the union, he was
commemorated by the entire city, as it was said. All, to the last citizen, were
united with emperor and Catholics (thanks be to God!) until the horrible
time and hour of the destruction and captivity of the most miserable city
of Constantinople. Yet, Scholarios and another eight monks, his associates,
refused to participate in the union. Such matters were accomplished in a
satisfactory manner, up to a certain time.

2 Afterwards, the young Mehmed, the lord of the Turks, who 1is styled
as “grand emir,” who has succeeded (unless, of course, he surpasses) that
founder [Mohammed] of the impious legislations [Islam] in malice and
criminality, noted for his cruelty and tyrannical ways, possessing great
power and an enormous army, he became possessed by the devil to move
against the Christians and he groaned (and is still groaning), became rest-
less, and launched his attack. He considers an abomination to look upon a
Christian and he subsequently washes and cleanses his eyes to rid himself
of the pollution.

3 Such was his attitude when he laid siege to Constantinople and first
he erected a fortress by the sea [Rumeli Hisar]. He then violated all agree-
ments and oaths that he had occasionally taken and surrounded all the
neighboring towns and castles that belonged to Constantinople, putting
to death and slaughtering all Christians he encountered. He then took by
siege all towers and castles. In August of the past year he left Constantino-
ple and moved back to his own territories. Six months later he prepared an
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infantry and cavalry that numbered beyond three hundred thousand indi-
viduals, two hundred and twenty large and small triremes, bombards and
other effective war engines, as well as other weapons of war, which would
be too difficult to enumerate. He cast very many bombards, as many as one
thousand. Among them, three were the largest. The first ejected a stone
[missile] that measured eleven palms in circumference and weighed four-
teen cantars; the second ejected a stone of ten palms that weighed twelve
cantars; and the third ejected a stone of nine palms in circumference that
weighed ten cantars. There were other smaller pieces. One was smaller and
there were countless firearms. All the other cannons did no harm, but those
three bombards that fired almost seventy large stones caused a great deal
of damage. Under their bombardment that most unfortunate city endured
fifty-one days of horrific warfare. A great section of its walls was devastated,
was demolished, and was leveled. Nevertheless, the other bombards did no
harm, as I have already indicated, but those [three] were the largest and
most powerful pieces.

4 He performed other, quite unprecedented and even miraculous, evils,
which would greatly astound the listener. Care had been exercised to guard
and bar the harbor of Constantinople with a chain, as that port resembles a
bay and it is enclosed, like a strait, across by the city of Pera. This was done.
In addition, five Venetian triremes and twelve, in number, large ships under
contract undertook to guard and secure the chain itself. When the emir
realized that he could not do anything here, he decided to build a road that
stretched over the hills and ranges to a distance beyond three miles. He
also 1ssued orders to transport wooden beams and to assemble seventy-two
triremes to be transported overland over the hills and ranges (as if they were
sailing over the sea, propelled by the wind, with oars extended over the
sides, and with their standards and tents), resembling their normal way of
traveling. Then he placed a bridge, which survives to the present day, over
the sea. From the shores [of Pera] to the [shore of] Constantinople it covers
a distance of one mile and one third.

5 He constructed three hundred ladders or more and some of them
were protected by a square structure below. By a clever device and a great
deal of effort they could be moved and positioned against the walls. The
ladders had hooks attached on top so that, when they were placed against
the walls, the hooks utilized their lower support and they could not be
thrown oft or be dislodged. Similarly they were covered with planks, from
top to bottom and all around, so that those who were climbing could not
be thrown off but were able to launch a mighty attack unharmed, under
protection. In other areas he raised mounds of earth and deployed wooden
castles. Still elsewhere he dug subterranean mines and used many other
siege engines that we call “falcons” and “tortoises.”

6 Nevertheless we resisted for fifty-four days. On the fifty-fifth day, after
an all night attack, with our forces exhausted and the walls destroyed, early
in the morning he gained entry, and the city of Constantinople that used
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to be the happiest city, indeed the queen of cities (but now is miserable and
most unfortunate) was taken on May 29. Its fate cannot be compared to
the fate of other cities. It goes beyond comparison. When King Nebuchad-
nezzar took Jerusalem, it was not as rich and was small, with less extensive
territory.To be sure, it was pillaged of its treasures, but its inhabitants’ hands
and feet were not bound. They were gathered and taken to Babylon. Their
sacred vessels were not snatched or trampled, but the king of Assyria kept
them in his temples with respect. Similarly, the fate of no other city can
provide a comparison. Nothing equals this sack.

7 Therefore, I beg, plead, and urge Your Beatitude to make future plans
quickly, with all the zeal that Your Beatitude possesses, to press on, to ward
off, and to wipe out this new kind of evil that is presented by Mehmed.
This will come about, with the Lord’s permission, if Your Beatitude sees
to it and hastens to arrange peace in Italy. If peace is established, with the
Lord’s help, then all the things that the Lord and Your Beatitude wish for
will follow. With God’s permission, I will swiftly come to you and ofter my
body and soul for the Christian faith and for Christendom. I will give an
account of my plan that will lead to the destruction of the infidels.

The humble servant of Your Beatitude
Cardinal Isidore
With his total devotion to You.

Crete, the 15th of July 1453

4 The escape of Isidore

Isidore does not repeat the fictional details that Leonardo includes in his
account, dramatis causa. Leonardo apparently embellished his account with epi-
sodes that are fictional in nature and he seems to believe that they should have
taken place. Thus Leonardo mentions a dignified meeting of the emperor and
his allies at which he delivered a noble speech on the eve of the final assault. It
is very unlikely that such an address was delivered. Moreover, it is occasionally
reported in secondary literature that there was a last mass, a liturgy, in Santa
Sophia; this is another unlikely event.® The final assault of the sultan began
during darkness in the early hours of 29 May® and the fighting at the walls
ended a few hours later, at the break of dawn. The western fortifications had
been overrun and the slaughter within the city had begun. We do not know
how Isidore managed the situation at his sector. The main attack was directed
at the western land fortifications and minor engagements appear to have taken
occurred about the sea walls, precluding the dispatch of reinforcements to the
critical sector of the land walls. Isidore himself and Leonardo provide no infor-
mation on the fighting at the sea walls.®

When Isidore realized that the city had fallen, he abandoned his sector and
moved to the southeast, towards the area of the Augoustaion and Santa Sophia,*
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which seems to have attracted most of the population in search of sanctuary and
was under the influence of popular prophecies.”” He could not have encoun-
tered armed conflicts along this route, even if he confronted throngs of the
enemy entering the city, who were intent upon looting houses and seeking
hidden treasures, before they turned their attention to human booty. We also
know that he was on horseback, which was a definite advantage in avoiding the
enemy, as pointed out by other eyewitnesses.* According to his own account,
when he reached the church of Santa Sophia, the enemy had already penetrated
deep into the imperial city and the slaughter had begun. Outside the doors of
the church,® he was wounded on the left side of face by a spent arrow or per-
haps a bolt; he seems to have suffered a slight injury. He was able to elude his
pursuers, precisely because he was mounted on his horse.” It is interesting to
note in passing that he relates nothing about his wound in his report to Pope
Nicholas V. In the letter that was translated into Latin by Pasio di Bertipaglia,
Isidore only states that he was able to escape through a “miracle of God” and
again he fails to mention his wound. He does point out, however, with a degree
of pride that he is the most truthful eyewitness to the disaster.” It should be
emphasized that among the corpus of literature from the pen of Isidore that
has survived, this is the only personal detail to be found. He never writes about
himself, except in connection with the fall, in which we discover that he was
wounded and that he was subsequently in a psychological state of depression.
He further adds the all too human note of cursing the man who wounded him:

Et per immortalem Deum, cuius oculis patent et manifesta sunt omnia, saepius
ac saepius illum execratus sum ac maledixi crudelem ex 'Tisrcis, qui me sagitta fixit
atque in sinistra capitis parte vulneravit ante ianuam cuiusdam monasterii, non
tam acriter tamen ut eadem hora mihi vitam eripuerit, propterea quia eques eram
et attonitus et spiculum ipsum magna in parte vires amiserat; sed me Deus, opinot,
servare voluit, ut reliquas ommnes tales ac tantas infortunatissim<a>e illius urbis
adversitates conspiciam.

In the name of the immortal God, whose unsleeping eyes see every-
thing, again and again do I curse and consign to hell that cruel Turk who
pierced the left side of my head with an arrow in front of that legendary
monastery [Santa Sophia]. It was not a serious wound that would claim my
life, because I was on horseback and stunned, and the bolt was spent and
had lost its force for the most part. Indeed, it is my opinion, God wished to
save me so that I could witness all the remaining trials and disgrace of that
most unhappy city.

Henry of Soemmern also addresses this incident, supplying a few details and
stating that Isidore had been wounded and that his face from that moment on
was wrapped in bandages:*

Cardinalis autem Ruthenus, natione graecus, qui per papam anno iam elapso Con-
stantinopolim missus fuit .. . evasit. Per hunc Mahometum capta quidem Urbe, prope
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ecclesiam S. Sophiae accessit, putans illic esse armatos aliquot qui ‘Turcis resisterent.
Cum autem nullos inveniret resistere paratos et omnes fugerent, bonus pater voluit
Turcis obviam procedure et pro Christi fide sanguinem fundere. Under per aliquod
servitorum suorum coactus, fugit in ecclesiam, ubi captus est a Tircis . . . obvolu-
tus ... erat in facie pannis eo quod in facie sagittal vulneratus fuerat.

The cardinal of the Ruthenia, a Greek by birth, whom the pope sent last
year to Constantinople, . . . has escaped. When Mehmed captured the city,
he approached the Church of Santa Sophia. He believed that he would find
there a number of armed men to resist the Turks. When he could locate
no one prepared to offer resistance (for all were in flight), the good father
expressed the wish to advance against the Turks and to pour out blood for
his faith in Christ. Some of his own servants checked him and fled into
the Church, where the Turks captured him . . . his head was covered with
bandages because he had been wounded by an arrow on the face.

Thus a few details about the incident can be recovered. We discover that Isidore
was not alone; rather, he had his retinue about him, who had assisted in bandag-
ing his facial wound, and had conducted him indoors. In time, the enemy dis-
covered that prisoners were valuable, perhaps more than booty, and the slaughter
stopped in favor of anticipated ransom and monetary gain. What is also of inter-
est is that Henry knew of the wound of Isidore even though nothing had been
stated in the letter that the cardinal had sent to the pope. Isidore was exception-
ally visible during his stay in Candia and the effects of his wound still must have
been visible. The couriers who brought Isidore’s letters to the curia in Rome
somehow conveyed the fact, perhaps orally, that he had been wounded.”

Once again Isidore’s luck held out and his captors did not identify him. He
relates absolutely nothing about the circumstances of his captivity, the time he
spent as a prisoner, or his escape to Pera. The letter translated by Pasio di Ber-
tipaglia only mentions the miraculous circumstances that saved Isidore, with-
out providing specific particulars.” Some general circumstances are cited by “a
friend of Isidore,” in his letter from Crete, dated the 15th of July:”

Captus itaque fuit et tanquam incognitus duobus diebus mansit in Thurcorum
magno exercitu. Verum adiumento fuit reverendissimo domino cardinali quod
quidam monachus senex interfectus fuit, cuius caput imperatori Thurcorum pro capite
reverendissimi cardinalis allatum fuerat. Fama igitur dominum cardinalem obiise
habebatur.

And so he was captured and unrecognized remained with the great army
of the Turks for two days. What was of advantage to the most reverend
lord cardinal was that some elderly monk had been killed, whose head had
been brought to the emperor [sultan] of the Turks as the head of the most
reverend cardinal. There was a rumor going around that the lord cardinal
had perished.

From his phraseology, Henry of Soemmern seems to be quoting this friend of
Isidore in his account, even though he adjusts the number of days that Isidore
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spent as a prisoner:” captus est a Turcis et tanquam incognitus mansit tribus diebus in
magno exercitu Teucrorum. Et erat ei praesidio quod famabatur et ab imperatore Turcorum
credebatur occisus, “he was captured by the Turks and unrecognized remained
with the great army of the Turks for three days. What saved him was the rumor
that he had been put to death by the emperor [sultan] of the Turks.” Aeneas
Sylvius Picolomini, who as Pope Pius II personally knew the cardinal and who
must have conversed with him about the siege and fall, states in an opusculum:*’
Isidorus cardinalis in eo tumultu captus, cum veste mutate non fuisse cognitus, ““Cardi-
nal Isidore who was captured in that upheaval, was not identified, as he had
changed his vestments.”

Other eyewitnesses present during the sack had no news of the cardinal’s
fate and some simply admitted the fact. Thus Benvenuto, the consul of Ancona,
states:” item quod de reverendissimo domino cardinali nichil scit det<er>minate, nisi
quod stabat super murum ad custodiam, “item: nothing definite was known about
the most reverend lord cardinal, except that he was guarding the top of the
walls.” Leonardo knew nothing about Isidore’s fate and escape, and does not
speak of it in his account.” The fact that Isidore was not identified while in cus-
tody greatly assisted in his escape.'” There is no question that a price had been
placed upon his head and, as noted by the Greek historian Khalkokondyles, he
would have been executed on the spot if he had been identified:'"! évtadOa
£6ho kai Toidmpog kapdvéric Zafoiwv . . . koi & pév obv adTov Eyve O
Baoiledg [Mehmed], og €in kapdvdiiog Toidmpog aveidé te avTov, Kol 0vK
aviel S10pVYEV. VOV &~ 0idpevoc adtov tebvavat, ovk Emoleito Adyov 0bdEva,
“at this point Isidore, the cardinal of the Sabines, was captured . . . if the king
[Mehmed] had recognized him, that he was Cardinal Isidore, he would have
executed him and would not have allowed him to escape; but he was under the
impression that he had perished and he paid no further attention.”

According to the earliest testimonies that we have Isidore survived because
the sultan was under the impression that the cardinal had perished in the early
hours of the sack, during the indiscriminate slaughter. Early on, we are told, the
sultan was presented with someone’s head and he understood that the grizzly
trophy was the decapitated head of Isidore, at which point he decided to pay
no further attention and focused on the wave of executions of others who had
been securely identified. Perhaps the head belonged to an unfortunate elderly
monk who had no connection with Isidore. The tale of “the cardinal’s escape”
received a great deal of elaboration with time and eventually we encounter this
fuller version:'"

[In] nobilissimae Urbis excidio Isidorus cardinalis, pontificius ea tempestate ad Con-
stantinum legatus, a Barbaris ad necem quaesitus, quo se praesentissimae cladi erip-
eret, fervente tumultu mutatis propere cum jacentis cadaver vestibus, ac fugientum
turbae immistus urbe excessit incolumis. Verum, qui ementito cultu mortem effugerat,
haud pari fortuna servitutem evasit: siquidem ab insequentibus victoribus captus,
et quis esset ob rasum mentum vestemque peregrinam non agnitus nihilominus in
servitutem abductus est. Interea cadaver, quod purpuratum Ecclesiae senatorem ex
injecta Isidori veste mentiebatur . . . elati gaudio repererunt, et ejudem praecisum
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caput roseo contectum pileo hastae infigunt: ac clamante praecone, Illud esse cardi-
nalis Rutheni, per captae civitatis multa cum irrisione circumferunt.

[During] the sack of the most noble city, Cardinal Isidore, the pontifical
legate to Constantine [XI], who had been in that upheaval, was sought by
the barbarians to be executed. He very cleverly escaped destruction, when
he hastened to change his clothes with those of a stretched out corpse. He
then joined the crowd fleeing the city without injury. But, while his decep-
tion saved him from death, his good fortune did not last long for him to
evade capture. He was taken by his victorious pursuers and was enslaved
but he was not recognized, as his chin was shaven and he wore strange
apparel. Meanwhile, they found the corpse that was dressed in the purple
robes of the Church that Isidore had discarded. . .. In joy and delight they
cut the head off (bearing the red hat [sc. of the cardinal]) and fixed it on
a lance. A public crier went ahead and proclaimed “this is the head of the
Ruthenian cardinal,” and they paraded it with good humor through many
areas of the captured city.

This elaboration of the tale, with added details, relates that the cardinal escaped
unhurt and took care, in an Odyssean stratagem, to change his clothes and wear
the garments of a slain man. It is doubtful that Isidore eftected this deception
by himself, if this account contains any truth. He had been wounded and had
been bandaged by members of his retinue; perhaps they as well would have
exchanged his clothes for him. Moreover, the reference to the “shaven chin” is
also puzzling. Had Isidore actually shaved his beard off in the manner of Latin
clerics? His friend Bessarion was famous for his barba graeca, which may have
also assisted in the propaganda of Latin clerics against him.'” If Isidore had a
shaven chin at this time, it was probably one of his actions before the last battle
and assault. He probably realized the futility of the defense at that point and
had decided to disguise himself before the commencement of the final assault.
It would have been a simple matter to masquerade himself in this manner, since
no one would immediately recognize him if they recalled his bearded face from
earlier days. The beard was a sign of distinguishing Greek clerics from Catho-
lic clergymen in those days and was further a personal declaration of unionist
or non-unionist sympathies, evoking approval or disapproval in different cul-
tures.'™ Henry of Soemmern clearly implies that the sultan became convinced
that Isidore had been killed when he was presented with the bearded head of a
monk of the order of Saint Basil. It is also interesting to note that this presen-
tation also included the most prominent decapitated victims of the sultan: his
kinsman Orhan and the Greek emperor, Constantine XI:'®

apportata sunt in conspectus eius in tribus lanceis per tres Titrcos tria capita, quorum
unum erat imperatoris Constantini, aliud cuiusdam militis Turci qui contra Titrcos
cum Christianis urbem defenderat et tertium erat cuiusdam senis barbati monachi
de ordine Sancti Basilii, quod eidem dicebatur esse caput cardinalis Rutheni, licet in
veritate non fuerat.
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Three Turks brought him [sc. the sultan] three heads affixed to three
lances. One of the three was the head of Emperor Constantine; the second
belonged to a Turkish soldier [Orhan a distant relative of the sultan, in the
care of the Greek emperor| who had defended the city on the side of the
Christians; the third was the head of elderly bearded monk of the order of
Saint Basil, which was said to be the head of Ruthenian cardinal. Of course,
in reality, it was not.

‘We may perhaps conclude that Isidore, before the sack, had the appearance of
a monk of the Saint Basil order, with a bearded face, and that he had probably
taken on the appearance of a cleric in a Latin manner by shaving his beard
before the final assault.

Moreover, in time we encounter a conflation of other unrelated incidents
that had accumulated in the story of the cardinal’s escape, such as the Cardinal’s
hat aftixed on a lance and paraded through the devastated city for ridicule. The
tale, unrelated to Isidore’s adventures, first appears in the narrative of Leonardo,
who states, in his detailed description of the excesses and sacrileges committed
by the Ottoman army during the sack, the following incident:'"® Crucifixum
posthac per castra praeviis tympanis delundendo transportant: sputis, blasphemiis, oppro-
briis iterum processionaliter crucifigunt, pileum theucrale, quod zarchula vocant, capiti
superponentes deridendo “Hic est Deus Christianorum,” “they took around the cru-
cifix through the camp to the accompaniment of the drum in a procession of
blasphemies, foul language, and offenses. They placed upon it the Turkish hat,
which they call zarcula, and in laughter they declared: ‘This is the God of the
Christians.”” This incident is undoubtedly the origin of the tale of the cardinal’s
hat paraded on a lance.

It is possible that Isidore was roughly mistreated while he was being trans-
ported to the Ottoman camp outside the western walls. It is likely that the Turks
had difficulty bringing their human booty from inside the walls, as numerous
gates were still sealed and others were congested with corpses and debris. Since
there had been no breach of the fortifications, the prisoners had to be lifted
up to the top of the walls and then lowered to the ground level of the Otto-
man camp outside the walls. One description of the cumbersome operation
survives:'”” yepuoBévtov tdv muAdv th¢ ¢ Xapoodg kal tod Ayiov Pouavod
LEXPIS AyidV aOT®Y. MG KOl TOVG aiYHaADTOVG, YUVATKAS T€ Kol Taidog, un
duvopévoug EEeADETV, GAL Ek TV TEY®V oYowviolg yoAvdvteg avTovg, “the
Gates of Kharsia [Edirne Kapi| and of Saint Romanos [Top Kapi] were con-
gested [with dead bodies], all the way up to the arches. Later, the captives,
women and children, could not be brought out but had to be lowered by rope
from the walls.”

Isidore’s stay at the camp of the Turks must have filled him with anxiety. He
undoubtedly felt discomfort and trepidation lest someone identify him and his
identity became known. The fact that he was never recognized by any other
prisoner, who could have tried to gain some advantage to ameliorate his own
personal circumstances'™ with his captors by assisting them in identifying such
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a prominent person in the defense of Constantinople, qualified as a “divine
miracle”'” Most of Isidore’s acquaintances in the city, both Greek and Venetian,
were marked for death and the sultan exerted a great deal of effort to single
them out among his prisoners. The sultan had his own informants within the
city, possibly a fifth column that had been operating, whose members included
fanatical anti-unionists who, without hesitation but with eagerness, would have
stepped forward to assist the sultan in the selection of victims for the execu-
tioner and would have had no qualms identifying the pope’s emissary. Isidore
must have employed some kind of disguise to avoid detection and managed to
be ransomed by some individuals who conveyed him to the relative, if uncer-
tain, safety of the Genoese suburb of Pera.'” Had he actually shaved his beard to
avoid detection the night of the general assault before he had been seen by the
multitudes in his “new” appearance? We do not know the identity of the indi-
viduals who ransomed the cardinal and spirited him away from the Ottoman
camp. We only know that they were able to pay a modest price for his ransom.
According to the earliest report by Henry of Soemmern, Isidore was ransomed

for 100 ducats'" three days after his capture:"'? incognitus mansit tribus diebus in

magno exercitu Teucrorum. . . . Tandem cardinalis ipse redemptus est pro C ducatis et
vectus est in Peram mansitque absconditus, “he remained in the extensive Turkish
camp for three days. . . . Finally the cardinal was ransomed for one hundred

ducats and was conveyed to Pera. He remained hidden.” By the time Aeneas
Sylvius Piccolomini composed his Tractatulus, the amount of the ransom had
been drastically reduced and he even marvels at it:'""® Isidorus cardinalis . . . tricen-
tis asperis sese redemit, id est genus pecuniae admodum levis,” Cardinal Isidore . . . was
ransomed for three hundred aspers (so cheap was the price!).”

The safety that was offered in Pera was not absolute.' In theory the Geno-
ese suburb of Constantinople had remained neutral during the siege and had
traded in goods and provisions with both the Turks and the residents of the city.
Nevertheless, numerous volunteers from Pera had assisted the defenders against
the sultan’s regiments in the final assault and some of those Genoese volunteers,
including prominent individuals, had been captured in the sack.'® Moreover,
Giustiniani and his valiant regiment of condottieri from Genoa had provided the
nucleus for the defense. The position of Pera was precarious at best and after the
fall of Constantinople,''® Pera’s podestd, Angelo Giovanni Lomellino, hastened to
surrender to the sultan, who granted the Genoese colony an aman-name, whose
text has survived.!”” Because of the dangerous position of Pera, the safety of Isi-
dore’s haven must have been temporary and in spite of his difficult circumstances
the cardinal must have realized that in time the sultan’s agents would pick him up
and he would be identified. The sultan’s agents were probably combing through
the suburb to identify concealed individuals throughout the month of June.This
is implied in Henry of Soemmern’s phrase that even within Pera, where he stayed
for eight days, Isidore was forced to keep moving from hiding place to hiding
place to avoid detection,'® which was no doubt a difficult and complicated task,
for he had been under considerable stress, fearful, and in pain from his wound.

We may further speculate that Isidore could not have arranged a depar-
ture from Pera without assistance. He had to have received considerable help,
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including the necessary financial means. Otherwise his escape from a city that
was surrounded by the Ottomans and had formally surrendered to the sul-
tan would have been impossible. The cardinal’s patrons must have included
some of the more prominent citizens in the suburb and may have included
the head of the community, the podesta Lomellino, who was encountering his
own personal problems within his family, in addition to the uncertain future of
his public charge. Perhaps that is the reason that Isidore never contributed to
the “bad press” that the Genoese of Pera encountered after the fall because of
their ambivalent status of claiming neutrality during the siege, but at the same
contributing to the war effort of the Constantinopolitans. Following the sack,
they were accused of duplicitous behavior, even by some of their own citizens,
even Leonardo. Thus the archbishop complains first about the “neutral” sta-
tus of Pera, which proved, in his opinion, the greatest contributor to its own
destruction. He believes that they should have openly sided with Constantino-
ple and the Venetians.'"” Such accusations also surfaced during the siege and
these difficulties occasionally disintegrated to mutual accusations of disloyalty.
Leonardo reports one such occasion.” In one serious instance, the Genoese
of Pera were accused of having informed the Porte of the defenders’ plan to
eliminate the Turkish boats that had been brought into the harbor. Leonardo
was evidently suspicious of the actions of his countrymen, for he refuses to
elaborate further on the incident and simply states: “I must be silent.”'*' Bar-
baro, at the very beginning of his narrative, had restrained his natural Venetian
bias against the Genoese and had even welcomed the arrival of the Genoese
condottiere and his regiment in Constantinople. He initially expresses admira-
tion for him. However, after his fateful retreat from the western walls, Barbaro
exhibits characteristic language to describe his disapproval and even accuses
the wounded warlord of intentionally creating panic within the city as he was
marching to his ship and states with contempt:'** “he was lying through his
teeth!” Isidore, by contrast, never stated anything negative about the Genoese of
Pera and he all the more so praised them for their contribution to the defense
of Constantinople. He expresses his sorrow for the fate of Pera a number of
times in his correspondence and he seems to be one of the few contemporary
authors to defend the reputation of the Genoese of Pera.'” We may assume that
the critical factors in Isidore’s mind for such expressions must have included
the assistance that he had received from the Perenses while he was hiding in
their colony and the substantial material help that he had received while he was
among them, and then enabling and engineering his successful escape from the
dangers within their neighborhood. He probably believed that he owed them
a personal debt. Thus in his letter to the duke of Burgundy, Isidore emphati-
cally praises the Genoese of Pera and provides the strongest defense against the

charges that had surfaced against the Genoese:'**

Nam cum pauci essemus, diu rem bellicam, quoad valuimus, gessimus, nec deerant
nobis Ianuenses, qui omni conatu Urbem ipsam tutati sunt, et quamquam simulatu
cum Teucro viverent hocque fieret statuto consilio, tamen noctu clam ad nos eos quos
valebant ac poterant viros et sic subsidia mittebant frequentique senatu imperatorio
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aderant aliisque cum nationibus reipublicae tutandae consultabant. Etsi aliquis est
qui ipsis improperet eorum culpa et defectu eam Urbem in deditione devenisse Teu-
crorum, salvae eorum pace, non consentaneum audietur, quia, cum in eo demmet
ut nos periculo et discrimen laborarent, non debebant sui discrimini esse patratores.

We may have been few, but we successfully fought back, as long as we
had strength. Indeed we were aided by the Genoese, who exerted every
effort to defend our City. While they pretended, with an official decree, to
live with the Turk, nevertheless every night they secretly sent to aid us their
best and most capable warriors, attended the imperial senate, and even send
dispatches to other nations to help our commonwealth. If one improperly
suggests and even charges that the city fell to the Turks because of their
lack of effort and absence, or because of the existing peace between them,
one will not find me in agreement. We faced the same dangers and we
labored on behalf of the same cause. They should not now defend them-
selves against such dangerous accusations.

With the Porte maintaining a close eye on the Genoese suburb, with the
wave of unending executions in Constantinople, and with the current efforts of
the sultan to capture all prominent citizens and defenders who had evaded cap-
ture and identification during the sack,'® Isidore'” must have felt uneasy and
since his safety could not be maintained forever, he decided to make his move
and to depart the suburb. Somehow his anxiety seems to be conveyed in the
letter of Henry of Soemmern:'?’ postquam percepit Tiurcos accepisse Peram, iudicavit
non esse tutum ibi remanere, et, . . . non posset per loca christianorum fugere, “after he
heard that Pera would surrender to the Turks, he concluded that it would not
be safe for him to stay any longer and . . . he could not flee through Christian
territory.” Henry, our only source on this phase of Isidore’s escape, then states
that the cardinal boarded a Turkish galley that transported him to Asia Minor.
It must have taken quite a bit of acting on the part of Isidore, not to mention
bribing, to escape in this manner from the sacked city. According to Henry:'*®
intravit galeas Turcorum, in quibus mansit tribus diebus incognitus; obvolutus enim erat
in facie pannis eo quod in facie sagitta vulneratus fuerat, he boarded a Turkish galley
and stayed on board three days. He was not recognized, as his head was covered
with bandages because he had been wounded by an arrow in the face”” What
must have been of use was also the new appearance of his face, without the
beard. Beardless and covered with bandages he escaped detection.

Isidore reached Prousa (Bursa); while there he managed to attach himself to
the company of a Turk. Together, they traveled to the old city of Phokaia, where
a resident Genoese recognized him (one can only wonder whether this was
possible because of the bandages, unless they had been removed and his beard
had been growing) and he again came under suspicion. He then took a small
boat that conveyed him to Genoese Chios and he could at last relax, since he

had evaded all territory under the control of the Turks:'*

Intravit Prusas in galeis Teucrorum, quibus in partibus finxit se esse quemdam pau-
perem captum redemptum quaerentem filios suos redimere captos Constantinopoli.
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Et sic paulatim quodam Tisrco semper associatus est usque ad quemdam locum dic-
tum Focis. Deinde, pertraseunte ipso cardinali, quidam Ianuenses eum agnoverunt
et eum inadventer manifestare coeperunt. Unde timens plurimum, quia patria illa
Tircorum erat, ingressus quamdam parvulam navaem devenit Chium.

The galleys of the Turks brought him to Prousa [Bursa]. He pretended to
be an impoverished man who had been captured and then was ransomed,
[and was]| seeking to ransom his sons who were captured in Constantino-
ple. Gradually, he tightly attached himself to a Turk, with whom he reached
a place called Phokaia. Then, as the cardinal was traveling, a certain Geno-
ese recognized him and inadvertently revealed his identity. He became
anxious, because this region belonged to the Turks, and boarded a very
small boat, which brought him to Chios.

From there he could arrange the longer leg of his journey to Venetian Crete, in
greater safety and without anxiety. He had finally succeeded in escaping Con-
stantinople, never to return.

In conclusion, the following is a tentative chronology of the crucial events
that Isidore encountered on the day of the sack and that took place in the fol-
lowing weeks (Julian calendar):

29 May: Isidore was wounded in the square by Santa Sophia; assisted by his
retinue he sought safety within the church. Isidore was captured and was
then taken to the Turkish camp, successfully avoiding identification.

29-31 May: Isidore remained a prisoner in the Ottoman camp.'?’

1 June: Isidore was ransomed for a relatively small sum of money and was
conveyed to Pera."!

1-8 June: Period of hiding and moving from house to house to avoid detec-
tion and identification by the sultan’s agents.'?

9-12 June: Isidore boarded a Turkish galley that conveyed him to Prousa/
Bursa.'”?

12— June:An unspecified period during which Isidore traveled from Prousa/
Bursa to Phokaia/Foca, to Chios, and then to Candia in Crete.'**

5-8 July: Arrival in Candia, Crete.'?

Notes

1 The Latin letter (dated: Datum Candiae, die XV Julii LIIF') has been published, with Ital-
ian translation, in CC 1: 92-101.The text and the first English translation can be found
in sec. 3 of this chapter. One should compare this opening paragraph to the letter that
Isidore sent to his friend Cardinal Bessarion in Bologna. Because of its historical impor-
tance, the entire Latin text of this letter (dated: In Creta, die sexta Iulii anno Domini M°C-
CCC'LIIF) and its first English translation is also cited in sec. 3 of this chapter. Selections
from the letter to Bessarion, with Italian translation, appear in CC 1: 64-81. Leonardo
further informs us that his original intent in accompanying Isidore to Constantinople
was the reinforcement of church union, PG 159: col. 925: Cum igitur reverendissimus pater,
dominus cardinalis Sabinensis [Isidorus], pro unione Graecorum legatus, in eius famulatum me
ex Chio vocasset, egi summa cum animi mei diligentia ut fidem sanctae Romanae Ecclesiae fortiter
constanterque, ut debitum exigit, defensarem. Barbaro, on the other hand, in addition to the
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mission of bringing about the union also emphasizes the military aspect of Isidore’s
journey to the beleaguered city, p. 10 (CC 1: 3):

Hor da poi pasadi ver quanti zorni, ’azonse una nave che vigna da Zenova, da Zenovexi, de
portada de cantara sie millia con el gardinal de Rosia [Isidore|, che manda el papa per dover
far la union, e dusse con si homeni 200 fra scopetieri e balestrieri per secorso de questa zitade
de Constantinopoli.

Filippo da Rimini (cf. SF, pp. 37, 38), the Venetian administrator of Corfu, also stresses
the mission of the cardinal, which was intended to instill hope among the desperate
population, pp. 156—157: Eo tamen per Nicolaum pontificem summum legatus missus Isidorus
cardinalis, qui bono faceret animo Thraces spem ingerens magnarum rerum. Henry of Soemmern,
who speaks of the cardinal’s adventures during the sack and of his escape from the car-
nage, also writes of his original mission (Philippides, Mehmed II the Conqueror, pp. 128,
129 [CC 2: 86)):

Cardinalis autem Ruthenus, natione Graecus, qui per papam anno iam elapso Constantin-
opolim missus fuit ad inducendum Graecos ut ipsi primatum ecclesiae Romanae etiam quoad
iurisdictionem <super> omnes ecclesias orbis recognoscetur (quod et fecit, qui infra octo dies
Romae expectatur), evasit.

Tignosi da Foligno, stresses the efforts that Isidore exerted on behalt of church union,
TIePN, p. 114: a cardinali similiter agebatur, quem illic Romana Ecclesia coegerat assistere ut, si
posset, illorum animos retineret ne in haeresim iterum labarentur lapsosque retrahere, conaretur.
His role in promoting and achieving the union is also emphasized in a letter dated 15
July 1453, composed by a “friend”/familiaris of Isidore (who, as CC 1: 112 suspects, may
be none other than Francesco Griffolini); cf. CC 1: 114: Facta enim sancta unione, pro qua
reverendissimus dominus cardinalis Ruthenus ex urbe recesserat.

2 Cf.the information supplied by Leonardo, who also provides some names, which include
the court priest Isidore, Scholarios, and Neophytos, whose recalcitrant attitude created
immense problems for Cardinal Isidore. Cf. PG 159: col. 925:

Verum quoniam nec ratio, nec auctoritas, nec variae Scholarii, Isidori Neophytique opiniones
adversos Romanae Ecclesiae fidem stare poterant, actum est et industria et probitate praefati
domini cardinalis, ut sancta unio, assentiente imperatore senatuque (si non ficta fuit!) firmaretur,
celebraturque secundo Idus Decembris, Spiridionis [sic| episcopi sancti die.

Again he repeats the names of the same individuals, who formed the nucleus of the
resistance, and accuses the emperor of failing to support strongly Isidore’s efforts against
the oppositions’ “pestilential” activities. Cf. PG 159: col. 930 (not in CC 1):

Acquiescere imperator visus, metropolitasque Scholarium, Isidorum Neophytumque com-
plicesque, judices constituit, verbo quidem, non facto. Nam si pusillanimitatem imperator excus-
sisset hanc fidei illusionem vindicasset. . . . Coercendi quidem illi errant, qui si fuissent, morbum
pestiferum non propagassent. Sed ignoro, utrum imperatot, aut judices damnandi quibus cor-
rectionis virga, quamquam minde intecessissent, aberat.

On Leonardo and his important composition that has inspired numerous imitators
and followers, cf. M. Philippides, “The Fall of Constantinople: Bishop Leonard and the
Greek Accounts,” Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies 22 (1981): pp. 287-300; idem,“The
Fall of Constantinople 1453: Bishop Leonardo Giustiniani and his Italian Followers,”
pp- 189227 (which cites previous scholarship); idem,“The Fall of Constantinople 1453:
Classical Comparisons and the Circle of Cardinal Isidore,” pp. 349-383; and J. Schiel,
Mongolesturm und Fall Konstantinopels: Dominikanische Erzdhlungen im diachronen Vergleich,
Europa im Mittelalter 19 (Berlin, 2011), esp. pp. 153—180. Leonardo’s followers and imi-
tators include Languschi-Dolfin, Aeneas Sylvius Piccolomini (Pope Pius II), “Riccherio,”
Makarios Melissourgos-Melissenos (Pseudo-Sphrantzes), the anonymous Codex Barberi-
nus 111, and Francesco Sansovino; for information on the numerous imitators, cf. SF,
pp. 19-26. For the sake of brevity in the footnotes of this chapter, we will quote only
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the duplications provided by Languschi-Dolfin, as this source appears to be the earliest
imitator. Other followers will be ignored, with the understanding that they duplicate
Leonardo’s statements; they will only be cited if additional information is offered. For a
plethora of correspondences between the imitators and Leonardo, cf. the analyses sup-
plied by the scholarly literature cited earlier in this note.

Cf. the adjective applied to Isidore, “reverendissimus,” which is also reflected in Barbaro’s
Venetian dialect; cf. e.g., 4 (CC 1: 11): el reverendo gardenal de Rosia; 5: (not in CC 1):
santissimo padre;and 7 (not in CC 1): Reverendissimo magnifico monsignor lo gardenal.

On the heroic role of Girolamo Minotto and the other members of his family, many of
whom, including the bailo himself; fell victim to the sultan’s wave of executions after the
fall, ct. SF, Appendix IV, nos. 132,133, and 134 (p. 649). For a narrative of his role during
the siege, cf. Maltezou, esp. pp. 50-52. In addition, cf. supra, ch. 4, n. 203.

Barbaro 5 (not in CC 1).

Details and documentation in Pal 2: 3,4 n. 5.

Barbaro 5 (notin CC 1): Dito che ave ognomo, respoxe messer lo capetanio: vui santissimo padre,
e vui bon signor, e vui tuti che siete al prexente che me aldite.

The earliest figures are provided by Barbaro 59 (not in CC 1): Fu fatto presoni 60",
e Turchi trovarono richezze infinite. Fustima el danno de Cristiani ducati CC", de sudditi ducati
C".The Florentine merchant Giacomo Tetaldi, who was in Constantinople, fought on
the walls, and swam to the safety of the Venetian ships during the sack, provides some
of the earliest figures in his account, in Caput XXII entitled De praeda Tisrcorum ex Con-
stantinopoli et damno aliarum civitatum. He estimates the following losses for the Venetians:
damnum vero quod perpessi sunt Veneti in hoc excidio fuit fere quadraginta millium ducatorum.
Then Tetaldi continues, stating that the same amount was lost by Genoa, while Flor-
ence lost 20,000 ducats. According to Tetaldi, the loss of the Venetians in war materiel
amounted to the following sums:

Haec autem sunt armamenta seu casa bellica, quae Veneti praedicatae civitatis Constantinopo-
litanae pro defensione mutuaverunt et perdiderunt: octoginta fundibulae magna, 7000 brigandi,
4000 colubri, 4000 quadrigae cum balistis, 7000 fossoria, 7000 igniferas patellas, 12000
uncos, 2000 secures, 7000 malei, 40000 situlae, 7000 vasa vinalia pro potibus, 7000 bogas,
4000, ligones, et alia instrumenta plusquam 40000.

Tetaldi then suggests that the Venetian losses in life were also high: Item 6000 equestres
et 16000 pedestres et 400 galaeae solutae pro integro anno. A shorter summary is provided
in his French account (ch. 21). For Tetaldi and his accounts, cf. Philippides, Mehmed II
the Conqueror, pp. 21-26; Latin text (with English translation): pp. 134-217; French text:
Appendix I (pp. 341-346). In addition, Barbaro also provides lists of names of numerous
individuals who fell during the siege and of some who were taken prisoner and were
later ransomed, 59 (not in CC 1): Questi si sono i zentilomeni i qual fo morti in la bataia da
turchi; 60 (not in CC 1): Questi si sono i nobeli, che scampo con le galie, e cun le nave in questo
zorno; 61 (not in CC 1): Questi sono i nobeli che romaxe prexoni in tera in man de turchi; 62
(not in CC 1):i nobeli che se trova a questa prexa; and 63 (not in CC 1): Questi si son nobeli
morti, da poi la prexa de la zitade de Constantinopoli. For archival material on defenders and
on fictional defenders, cf. SF, Appendix IV: “Some Defenders and Non-Combatants,”
pp. 625—661.

Barbaro 7,8 (not in CC 1):

Abiando fato el conseio, che le galie dovesse romagnir in Constantinopoli, non rest ache i
capetanii ad ogni modo voiano partirse, e pagar la pena de ducati 3000 per zascaduno, e pero
i marcadanti per prevalerse lor con le sue mercadantie, cunvene far uno protesto, e protestar ¢
qui soto scritto.

Barbaro 9, 10 (not in CC 1): Questi tuti quanti soto scriti si sotoscrise al protesto sora scrito che
el capetanio dovese romagnir in Constantinopoli. The individual signatures include the fol-
lowing formula: io (followed by name and by patronymic) ve protesto con quella aficazione
(or more commonly: ve protesto in tuto e per tuto de sora é scrito.
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For a modern survey of the walls, towers, and gates, cf. our efforts in SF, ch. 5, pp.
297-359. For earlier descriptions, cf. Van Millingen, Byzantine Constantinople; Paspates,
Bolavrivai Melétou; the rather superficial account by G. Baker, The Walls of Constantino-
ple (London, 1910; repr.: New York, 1975); B.C.P.Tsangadas, The Fortifications and Defense
of Constantinople, East European Monographs 71 (Boulder and New York, 1980); and R.
Janin, Constantinople byzantine: Développement urbain et répertoir topographique, Archives de
I'Orient Chrétien 4A (2nd ed., Paris, 1964). Especially pertinent to the events of 1453
is idem, La Géographie ecclésiastique de I’empire byzantin. Additional topographical material
can be found in the various travelers’ reports collected in Majeska. Further details of
topographical interest are also provided in accounts by western travelers; cf. J.P.A.Van der
Vin, Tiavellers to Greece and Constantinople: Ancient Monuments and Old Tiaditions in Medi-
eval Travellers’ Tales, 2 vols. (Leiden, 1980). On medieval Greek fortifications in general,
cf. C.Foss and D.Winfield, Byzantine Fortifications: An Introduction (Muckleneuk, Pretoria,
1985), esp. part 2, chap. 1, and pp. 56-59.

A pioneer in this field was the New England educated physician Paspates, Bulavuvai
Melérau, pp. 44 ff., who personally toured and meticulously examined the circuit of
the walls and went on to record, publish, and discuss forty-one inscriptions (pp. 34—64)
that he had detected and had identified in situ. In addition, cf. on the epigraphical evi-
dence, S.D. Byzantios, H Kwverovuvodwolig, ij Leprypapn Towoypagixn Apyaioloyikn
xai Totopikn tijs Iepiwviuov Tadtne Meyolowolews, 1 (Athens, 1851), pp. 106 ff.;
A. Mordtmann, Esquisse Topografique de Constantinople (Lille, 1892), pp. 11 ff.; and Van
Millingen, Byzantine Constantinople, pp. 40 ft. For a modern survey of the western walls
and the evidence that survives from the repairs that were carried out by JohnVIII, cf. SF,
ch. 5. For the repairs that had been carried in the decade of 1430-1440, cf. M. Philip-
pides, “Venice, Genoa, and John VIII Palacologus’ Renovation of the Fortifications of
Constantinople,” Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies 56 (2016): pp. 377-397.

For an examination of the financial situation of Constantinople, cf. Philippides, Constan-
tine XI Draga$ Palaeologus (1404—1453), ch. 6,sec. 1.

For earlier attempts to repair the fortifications by John VIIL, cf. an anonymous encomiun,
which is especially informative about repairs at the moat, [7x/1 3: 292-308: évtadOa yop
al didpuyeg wept TO TETYOG Kai ot Thppot warat pev gig fdbog dpvynoav wapda TV
mMVIKEDTA . .. YpOVOL d& WPOIOVTOG £V DPALS XEWEPVOIS TT) TMV VOGTMV EWIPPOT] KT
HKPOV TV VANV €@momopévev Eainpobncav tadtg dxpt t@v dvo. The historical
significance, unusual in a rhetorical showpiece of this genre, embedded in this anony-
mous Eykapov ig tov Avtoxpdtopa [Todvvny tov [oroaoroyov] (ITxll 3: 292-308)
was noted by Bogiatzides, who supervised the publication of I7xI1, vols. 3 and 4, after
the death of S.P. Lampros, the original editor; cf. [Txll 3: 81" of the introduction. The
passage quoted in our text can be found in [7xI] 3: 296. This anonymous source does
not state exactly when John initiated this renovation program but presents a rather vague
chronology; cf. ITkIT 3: 296: émavalevéavtog Toivov 10D Betotdtov Bocthémg petd ve
¢ vikng kot tdv tpomaimv £k Thig Tod [T1éhowoc. In addition, the panegyric of Isidore
(whose true authorship was not known to Lampros), in [7xl] 3: 132—199, also provides
a description of the moat, p. 136: TaQpOg OpHPLKTOL WPO TOVTOV, MG pEV EVPETD, DG O
Babeia, g 8¢ uNKIoTOG KOl S10t WAGG VWOTPEYOLG TG NWEPWOTIKTG EKEIVIG WAELPAC,
TOV xeMé®V avtiic aueolv AiBoig peydAolg Aoyadny TITdve wPooEPNPECHEVOLS,
GLVNPHOGLEVOVY KOl GUVOEIEUEVMV 1oy LPDS, TOTV BdlatToy Aueolv TPOocawOdIdmatL.
John also paid attention to the land fortifications and completed repairs on a tower near
the Basilike Gate by the harbor (ibid., p. 296):

@OPYOg NV GTeAg wpog Tif Aeyouévn Baotii wokn, £k mpoydvev pev 4pyouevog
avotkodopeicOot . . . dwPaivov €yydg mov wepl TO TENXOG TOD GOTEMG KOl
Osacdpevog Emuvbaveto To00g @epl oOTOV €l Ol WEPUG AUPEV TNV OlKOSOUTV.
Kol To0T®V, DomEP EIKOG, KOTAVELGAVTOV, EDOVG EKEAEVGEY ETmELEING TVYYAVELY,
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Koi TOVG WPOGTNGAREVOLS TOD EPYOL dtata&lpevog Kol wopavécsas dwmg Opeilet
yivesOat, amnAlayn. kai viv £otnke wavtodev oyedov KabopmUEVOG.

He also erected two towers in the neighborhood of Blankas (ibid., p. 297):

GAAQ MV Kol £T€pOVG dV0 €v ydp® Agyopéve Tod BAdyka €k Babpov aviyepe,
peyéber peyiotovg kol KOAAEL Slmpemels Kol pndoudg Ovtag dgvutépovg TMdV
paioto SlopepOVI®V. Kol @ePLESTAGL KOKA® ToD dotemg olovel Twva KOOV
wapéyovot tf] facthidt tdv woOAewv. O pev Elaye v 0o wpog Poppav iotachar,
€@l WOAD TOV AEPA. FLOPOVUEVOS KO KOTOTEUVAOV, Ol 0& WPOG pecnuPpiov, 00 wOoAD
dteotnKoTEG AAMMNADV.

John then completed repairs on the port of Kontoskalion (ibid., p. 298).

D.M. Nicol, Byzantium and Venice: A Study in Diplomatic and Cultural Relations (Cam-
bridge, 1988), pp. 390-392.

Nicolo da Canale would eventually become responsible for the fall of Negroponte/
Khalkis to the Turks; cf. Philippides, Mehmed II the Conqueror, pp. 30-33, p. 221 (with n.
18), and p. 247 (with nn. 260, 363, 365, and 367).

NE 8: 67, 68; for the documents of the period 2—17 August 1450, cf. RdD 3: 2830 and
2831.

Nicol, Byzantium and Venice, p. 391.

NE 3:257,258.

Ibid.

datum quod dabant pro sclavis capit<aneo> et portiaticum sclavorum, portiaticum aliarum
rerum, exitum vini Venetorum, ut sit liber, scribaniam vegetum Jud<a>eorum Veneto-
rum, medium <hy>perperum, quod exigebat co<m>merciarius noster ex qualibet vegete
Jud<a>eorum, et quod de cetero Jud<a>ei Veneti non dent factionem aliqguam in tempore
ecessitates, ut ceteri Jud<a>ei; pro pellis et saumis et cariaticum, cum esset difficile nobis
respondere, peti<v>it nos dilectus gener imperii mei, magnus dux Luchas Diermineftis [=
Aepunvevtic/Dragoman] Notara, ut transeat hoc in suo proprio salario et quod non peta-
tur, donec veniat orator noster.

The situation is reflected in the coinage of the last Palaiologoi. Surviving coins that had
been issued in the reign of Constantine XI are rare nowadays. There had been only one
known coin dated to the regime of Constantine XI, a silver quarter-hyperperon, which
had surfaced in 1974. A few other illegible copper coins may date back to Constantine’s
reign also. Finally, a hoard of low quality silver coins surfaced, which includes among them
ninety coins of Constantine XI: 35 stavrata, 5 half-stavrata, and 50 one-eighth-stavrata. For
an exhaustive study of the hoard in question, cf. S. Bendall,“The Coinage of Constantine
XI,” Revue Numismatique (VI° série) 33 (1991): pp. 134-142, with plates XITI-XVII.

CC 1: 146 provides an abbreviated extract of this passage; the complete passage, as
quoted in our text, can be found in PG 159: col. 934:

Quid autem imperator perplexus agat, ignorat. Consulit barones: suadent non molestari cives
angustia temporis, sed recurrendum ad sacra. Auferri igitur et conflari iussit ex sacris templis
sancta Dei vasa, sicuti Romanos pro necessitate temporis fecisse legimus, exque eis pecuniam
insigniri darique militibus, fossoribus constructoribusque, qui rem suam, non publicam, atten-
dentes, nisi ex denario convenissent, ad opus ire recusabant.

We encounter the usual echoes in Leonardo’s followers: Languschi-Dolfin fol. 317 (pp.
18,19):

Al incontro lo Imperator non sa quello se debbe fare et consegliasse, lo confortano i baroni
attento la angustia de tempi non molestar li citadini, ma ricorrer a li beni de le chiesie, unde
fece i uasi d argento, croce, chalici, turriboli, e fece batter moneta per pagar soldati, et offosori, et
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constructori, li qual tamen attendendo a le cose priuate, et non ale publiche, ricusauano lavorar
se non erano pagati.

Not surprisingly, the same passage is encountered in the Greek text of the derivative
Maius 3.5.7 (p. 401). Melissourgos-Melissenos followed Leonardo, but altered the classi-
cal precedents into a biblical reference:

€wedn Kol ypnpdtov éomdvilov ta Poaciietn S0 OV wobov TV GTPOTIOTOV,
wpocétatev 0 Paciledg AaPelv o TV EKKANGIAV oKeuN dylo Kol AQlEpOuéve.
@ Oed Kol ypruata momoopev. Kot pn 11g éykodéoegiey Nuig ®g iepocHAoVG
gvekev ToD Kapod Avayknge, Kol g 6 Aafid memovimg wevAoag ToVg ApTovg Tig
wpobécemg Epayev.

Another Greek paraphrase of the same passage, more faithful to its ultimate source, is
provided in the Codex Barberinus 111,7.13:

Attt 6 Baciied glys peydAny coyvoty koi d&v fifepe wAgo TO Ti VL KA Kad,
sweldn d&v 10D &8idave prmpia of @AovcioL, dEV glye T VAL Kkdun Kai Ewiipe GwO
Tig ékKAnocieg kol AmO TG LOVAGTNPLO TOL GONUIKGE TOVG Koi TO EKOpvE povEDa,
®¢ Kobwg 10 Exduoct mwoiod ol Popdvor &g v Popa, kai émdpove tovg
S0VAEVTASEG OTWOV £50VAEVAV €1 TAL TELYiOL.

The entire Greek text can be found in GT. Zoras, ed., Xpovikov wepi v Tovprkwy
Zovitavwy (katd Tov BapP. EAAnvikov Kddwa 111) (Athens, 1958); for an English
translation of this early seventeenth-century Codex Barberinus 111, cf. M. Philippides,
Byzantium, Europe, and the Early Ottoman Sultans 1373—1513: An Anonymous Greek
Chronicle of the Seventeenth Century (Codex Barberinus Graecus 111), Late Byzantine and
Ottoman Studies 4 (New Rochelle, 1990).

Cf., e.g., the comments of the Codex Barberinus 111,7.12:

Q Popoiot giAdpyvpol. Anpmyéptec, Tpaditopot, 6wod ETpudipete TV woTpida
060G, 0BOL 0 POcIAéng 060G TOvE BTOYOG Kol GOG EWOPUKAAELE HETO ddKpLO G
T0 paT voo Tod daveioete pAlmpio o100 va ddom Kol v poldén woleptotddeg
avOpadmOovg Vi fondncmaot kol Vi TOAEUNGOLVE, Kol €6€1G apvieote pued’ Gpkovg
wog d&v Exete kai siote mTOYOl! Apur VoTépov, dwov cic Ewijpe 6 Tobpkoc,
gbpéOTe WAoVoOL Kol 6dlg 0 wi|pe 6 Tobpkog kai Ekoye Kai 10 KEPAAL Gog . . . Q2
Popaiot dxpifot, pilepot, kol KakdTLYOL, OWOV EPAvT €iG TO PMG TOG0V Plog, 0OV
o0 €0fta 0 Paciiéag cog davelkd Kol 6&v T dmoeTe va fondnon Ty xdpo Gog,
pove 10 apviéote Kol ElEyete Oti: “O0&v Exope kol giueotay wT®YOL,” KOl TOPO TO
mnpave ot Todpkot.

Identical sentiments are expressed in the narrative of Languschi-Dolfin (which might
be the immediate source of the Codex Barberinus 111 and which also depends, to a large
extent, on the Latin text of Leonardo); ct. Languschi-Dolfin fol. 317 (p. 18):

Et fu grande impieta de quelli baroni greci auari direptori de la patria. De li quali piu uolte
el pouero Imperator cum lachrime domandaua, prestasseno denari per condur prousionati. Et
quelli iuranano esser poueri disfatti, che dapoi presi el Signor Titrcho quelli trouo richissimi.

Also, cf. Languschi-Dolfin fol. 321 (p. 31): et tutti li absconditti perueniano in man de Tiirci, o
Greci miseri et miserabili che fingeui esser poueri. Ecco che sono wenuti in luce Ii uostri tesori, li quali
teneui, et negaui uoler dar per subsidio de la citade. Makarios Melissourgos-Melissenos follows
but changes the ancient examples to biblical references, 3.5.7 (quoted supra, n. 26). For
a stemma of the various degrees of correspondence among these followers of Leonardo,
cf. Philippides, “The Fall of Constantinople 1453: Bishop Leonardo Giustiniani and His
Italian Followers,” p. 210; and, for further details, cf. the stemma in SF, Fig. 1 (p. 92).

On Loukas Notaras, his family, and his business connections, cf., among others, K.P.
Matschke, “The Notaras Family and Its Italian Connections,” DOP 9 [= Symposium on
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Byzantium and the Italians, 13th—15th Centuries| (1995): pp. 59—72; idem, “Personenge-
schichte, Familiengeschichte, Socialgeschichte: Die Notaras im spiten Byzanz,” in L. Bal-
leto, ed. Oriente e Occidente tra Medioevo et Eta Moderna. Studi in onore di Geno Pistarino, 2
(Geneva, 1997), pp. 718-812; T. Ganchou, “Le rachat des Notaras apres la chute de Con-
stantinople ou les relations ‘étrangéres’ de 1'élite byzantine au XV* siecle,” in Migrations et
Diasporas Méditerrannéenes (X—=XVT siécles). Actes du colloque des Conques (Octobre 1990),
eds. M. Balard and A. Ducellier, Série Byzantina Sorbonensia 19 (Paris, 2002), pp. 149-229;
A. Ducellier and T. Ganchou, Les élites urbaines au Moyen Age (Paris, 1997), pp. 39-54; C.
Maltezou, Avva Ilodoroloyiva. Notapa: Mio. Tpayicny Mopen évaueoo. otov Bolovtivo
xal tov Néo EMnviko Koouo, BiflioOnkn t0b Elinvikod Tvotitobtov Bolovtivedv koi
Metafolovuvirv Zwovddv Bevetiag 23 (Venice, 2004); and SF, Appendix I1.

Cf., e.g.,Adamo di Montaldo (on this secondary source, cf. SF, p. 46), who goes so far as
to suggest that Notaras opened the gates to the Ottoman army, 22 (p. 37): Quod patefacto
ut ingerunt hostio per civem, quem Magnum Ducem cognominabant, copiarum introitus numero
ingenti patuit.

On the minor humanist, [oannes Moskhos, a former student of George Plethon, cf. S.
Mergiali-Falangas, “ "Evag Ttadog Ovpaviotg kai “Evag [Tehomovvnclog Adokarog:
Yyéoeic Mdaprov Avtoviov Avtipdyov Koi Todvvov Mooyov,” Modern Greek Studies
Yearbook 10/11 (1994—1995): pp. 579-584); Elizabeth A. Zachariadou, “Ta Adyla Kot 0
®dvatog t0d Aovkd Notapd,” in Podwvid: Tiu orov M. 1. Movovooako. (Rethymno,
1996), pp. 135—146; and SF, p. 45 n. 128.

Moskhos, in the piece that he wrote (which was commissioned by Notaras’s surviving
daughter in Italy), suggests, in a weak sophistic argument, that the grand duke proposed
that all wealthy individuals contribute to a fund, an £pavog, and compete with one another
in the amount of contribution; of course, nothing came of it, if the suggestion was ever
made. Cf. M. Philippides, “An Ancient Business Success and a Medieval Failure: Lessons in
Ethics from Old Business Approaches and Practices,” in G. Prastacos, et al., eds. Leadership
and Management in a Changing World (Heidelberg, 2012), pp. 351-365, esp. 355-358.
Leonardo, PG 159: col. 943 [CC 1: 166]:

Vocatis igitur ad se [sc. Mehmed II| Chirluca ceterisque baronibus consularibus et repre-
hensis quod non suasissent imperatori vel pacem petendam vel dandam suae dicioni urbem,
Chitluca . . . culpam retorquere curavit. . . . At Chirluca malitiae poenam non evasit, qui
protinus perditis primum in bello duobus liberis maioribus, alio impubere luxui regali reservato,
coramque oculis tertio filio caeso cum ceteris baronibus decollatur.

This information is echoed by Leonardo’s followers as usual, cf. e.g., Languschi-Dolfin
fol. 322 (pp. 31-32):

Et chiamato a se [sc. Mehmed 11| chir Luca Notara mega duca et altri baroni greci, represe
quelli che non persuadesse a lo Imperator, o inclinarsi a domandarli pace, o hauerli data libera
la citade. Alhora Chitluca che cerchaua mettersi in gratia del Signor, et in disgratia Uenetiani
et Genoesi de Pera, li qual fono quelli che dauano consilio, armi et militi in li qual uoltaua
ogni copla, et per star in sua gratia lo imperator faceua resistentia, uogliando quello misero che
sempre cerchaua gloria cum mendacio et scisma hauer mazor gratia. Callibasa . . . quello accuso
esser amico de Greci lo qual cum frequente lettere a lo Imperator confirmo el suo animo a star
forte et constante, et le sue lettere saluate in_fede de questo apresento al turcho. . . . Ma Chirluca
non scapolo la pena de la malitia sua, che nel suo conspetto fece occider do grandi sui fioli, laltro
impubere zouenetto reservo a sua luxuria et lui in ultimo cum sui baroni fu decapitato.

These rumors persisted as late as the 1470s and appear in Adamo di Montaldo’s com-
position, p. 339:

Lucas, Magnus Dux cognomento honoris dictus, quem proditionis infamia reum fecit, vigesies
centenis aureorum milibus extrusus est. Cumque noluisset natum regi libidinose eum rectiuis
scelerate machinanti dare, dum benigne prius ac comiter habitus fuisset, in regis indignationem
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devenit. Quam quidem ob rem mox clamitantem e complexibus parentis arripi puerum jussit,
cumque invitum violasset, eundem cum patre ac altero fratre morte multandum dedit, objecta de
proditione civitatis culpa, quam perperam tradisse patrem asserebat.

Marco Barbaro, the kinsman of Nicolo, seems to have heard such rumors also, but he
does not include the name of Notaras and only speaks of a courtier in his addition to his
kinsman’s journal, p. 66 (CC 1: 38):

Et dicesi che uno gran baron greco [Notaras?|, per farsi grato a esso Titrco, gli mando doi sue
figlie con uno piato per una in mano, pieni de dinari, onde il Tiurco facea grande onore a ditto
barone, et monstrava averlo molto grato. Vedendo li favori che avea costui, altri nobili grechi,
ciascuno tolse quella quantita de denari che puote, et per gratificarsi gli la porto a donare; lui
accetto li presenti, et li portatori di essi metteva in grado onorato; ma chessato che fu tali presenti,
el fece tagliare la testa a quanti lo avea presentato, dicendo che erano stati gran cani a non avere
voluto prestarli al suo signore et avere lasciato perdere la citta.

It should be stressed that in his brief statement on the execution of Notaras, Isidore
avoids all of these rumors and simply states facts (Hofmann, “Ein Brief,” pp. 405—414
[omitted by CC 1]: Post tres dies [since the sack] decrevit [sc. Mehmed]| ac iussit primo
quidem duobus filiis Notarae — alter enim gloriose dimicans interierat — capita in conspectu patris
amputari, ipsi deinde patri, postea magni domestici filios tres pulcherrimos et optimos occidit insuper
patrem eorum [for an English translation, cf. SF, p. 600]).

Barbaro 66 [not included in the selections printed in CC 1]:

L’imperator essendo poverissimo, dimando imprestido a suoi baroni di denari, loro si escusarono
non ne avere, et poi Tirchi trovarono assai denari, et a tal di quelli gentilhomeni fu trovato
ducati 30", e fu consigliato I'imperatore non mettere angarie in queli tumulti, ma torre le
argenterie de le chiese, et cosi si fece.

Even in his personal letter to his friend Bessarion, Isidore downplays his role; cf., e.g.,
his statement in paragraph 4 (for the entire letter, with translation, cf. infra, sec. 3): Cum
circam mensem Maii superioris anni Romam reliquissem, nullum penitus inde pr<A>esidium vel
auxilium referens.

PG 159: col. 935 [CC 1:150]. Languschi-Dolfin repeats the information of Leonardo in
the vernacular, fol. 318: Hieronymo Italiano, Leonardo da Languasto Genoexe cum molti com-
pagni la porta chsilo et le torre Anemade le qual el cardinal a sue spese hauea reparato diffensaua.
On the proper name of these towers (Anemades and not Aveniades, as the name appears
in very early editions) which were part of the IlevtawOpytlov (that is,“the Fortress of the
Five Towers”; cf. Paspates, Bolavtivai Melétai, pp. 25-32), and on the scholarly contro-
versy that resulted in an inability among scholars to identify them because the Renais-
sance editions contained an incorrect entry for their name, ct. SF, p. 355, n. 271. By
the sixteenth century, the mistake had been detected by Leunclavius, who had received
assistance from a learned Greek official of the Patriarchate, Theodosios Zygomalas, who
cited the correct names for the towers. For Leunclavius’s text, cf. SF, p. 355 n. 277.

On this sector, cf. our observations in SF, pp. 353-357.

Barbaro 50 (not in CC 1) relates an incident to illustrate this point, which took place at
a critical moment, 28 May, as the siege was reaching its climax and the general Ottoman
assault was about to commence:

Nui cristiani in questo zorno [May 28] fessemo cara sette de manteleti, da meter a le merladure
da laq banda da tera; fati questi manteleti, fo reduti a la piazza, e miser lo bailo [Girolamo
Minotto| fexe comandamento ai griexi che portasse e questi prestamente a le mure, e mai
griexi non i volse portar se prima i non fosse pagadi, e stete in contrasto quaxi sera per muodo,
che nui venitiani convegnissemo pagar de borsa a chi i porta, e griexi nula si volse pagar; e
quando che i manteleti fo zonti a le mura, el iera la note, e queli non podessemo conzare ai
metli per la bataia, e si stessemo senza, e questo fexe "avaritia lor griexi.
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PG 159: col. 934 [CC 1: 146]. He is imitated, as usual, by Languschi-Dolfin fol. 317
(pp- 18, 19):

Et fu grande impieta de quelli baroni greci auari direptori de la patria. De li qual piu uolte
el pouero Imperator cum lachrime domandaua, prestasseno denari per condur prouisionati. Et
quelli iurauano esser poueri disfatti, che dapoi presi el Signor Titrcho quelli trouo richissimi.
Tamen da alcuni li fo sponte prestato danari. Et lo cardinal Sabino de Rusia ogni studio pose
in darli adiutorio in riparar torre et murri.

CC 1: 114: Facta enim sancta unione, pro qua reverendissimus dominus cardinalis Ruthenus
[Isidore] ex Urbe [Rome)| recesserat et vendita sua facultate tota usque ad vestimenta pro Urbis
Constantinopolitanae. Pertusi (CC 1: 111) supposes that the author is none other than
Francesco Griffolini d’ Arezzo.

No. 17 (p. 45) in Paspates’ enumeration (supra, n. 15): Mavoun tod Tayapt. This family
name is variously recorded in our sources: Giagaris, Jagaris, lagaris, lagros. On Manuel, cf.
PLP 4, no. 7810 (p. 78). For the possible Russian origins of this name, cf. R.A. Kloster-
man, “Jagaris oder Gagarin? Zur Deutung eines griechishen und russischen Familien-
names,” OCP 204 (1977): pp. 221-237;in addition, cf. T. Ganchou, “Sur quelques erreurs
relatives aux dernier défenseurs grecs de Constantinople en 1453, Onoavpiouoro.:
Leprodikov tod ElAnvikod Tvotizodrov Bulovtivaw kol Metaffulovtivav Xmwovddv tije
Bevetiag 25 (1995): pp. 61-82, esp. 65 and 66, with accompanying notes. It is further
likely that the same individual served as Constantine’s emissary to Serbia in 1451; cf. LA.
Papadrianos, “Manojlo Palaeolog, Vizantijski poslanik u Serbij 1451, Zbornik Radova
Vizantolo-kog Instituta 7 (= Mélanges G. Ostrogorsky 2) (1954): pp. 311-315. Also cf. Papa-
dopoulos, no. 184 (p. 94). Another member of the same family, Andronikos Iagaris, was
an imperial envoy and, apparently, a pecdlov of Constantine XI.

Minus 29.1: AAé€rog DhavOpowmnvog 6 Adokapis . . . kai Mavouni 6 TTodatohdyog 6
"Taypog . . . factiéa memomKaot . . . OV decwOTNV KUp Kovotavtivov.

PG 159: cols. 936, 937 [not in CC 1]):

At quid dicam? arguamne principem . . . an potius eos qui ex officio muros refidere debuissent?
O quorum animae forte damnantur, Manuelis Giagari dudum inopis, et Neophyti hieromonaci
Rhodii, si audeo dicere, praedonum, non conservatorum reipublicae, quibus veluti reipublicae
tutoribus, aut ex aviis intestatisque bona relicta, muris ascribi debebant, privatis potius com-
modis impedebant. Primus viginti prope millium florenorum servus proditionis monachus, quos
posthac reconditos urna septuaginta millium gazam reliquunt Teucris. Idcirco urbs praedonum
incuria in tanta tempestate periit.

Identical statements are repeated in Languschi-Dolfin fol. 318 (p. 22):

Ma per questo non e, da improperar lo Imperator, perche quello sempre haue bona fede in la
romana chiesa, ma era uinto da pusillanimita, ma alcuni Greci, Manuel Jagari, et Neophyto
Jeronaco Rodiani, ladri corsari non curauano conseruar el publico, hauendo gran richeze de
auo quelle tegniua a suo privati commodi. El primo hauea 70 millia ascosti in Zara lassati a
Gazan Tisrcho. Et per poca cura de questi tali in tanti affani lassono perir la citade.

Similar is the information supplied by Marco Barbaro in a note that he added to his
kinsman’s journal, p. 66 (not in CC 2):

Limperator essendo poverissimo, dimando imprestido a suoi baroni di denari, loro si escusarono
non ne avere, et poi Tiurchi trovarono assai denari, et a tal di quelli gentilhomeni fu travto ducati
30", e fu consiglito 'imperatore non mettere angarie in queli tumulti. Ma torre le argenterie de
le chiese, et cosi si fece.

The major assault against this sector took place on 12 May, according to Barbaro 39
(CC 1:23); for Barbaro’s text, English translation, and discussion of the attacks, cf. SF, pp.
355-357.
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Benvenuto, the Anconitan consul in Constantinople, whose fragmentary account was
only recovered recently, twice stresses the importance of the military contribution of
Isidore; cf. TIePN, p. 4: Item quod de reverendissimo domino cardinali nichil scit det<er>minate,
nisi quod stabat super murum ad custodiam. Benvenuto fails to mention exactly which sec-
tor Isidore guarded. He returns again to Isidore’s military contribution, TIePN, p. 5: Item
quod erant tantum homines ad custodiendum m<o>enias cum reverendissino domino cardinali
7000. For Benvenuto and his account, editions, and translations, cf. SF, p. 31, where it
is pointed out that the ms. includes the following information in regard to the date of
composition: “Venice, the 31st of July 1453

PG 59: col. 935 [CC 1: 150]: Cardinalis, a consilio nunquam absens, Sancti Demetrii regionem
ad mare defensabat. Languschi-Dolfin follows the prototype closely, fol. 317 (p. 20): Lo
cardinal mai se absentaua, ma diffensaua la porta de Dimitrij uerso el mar. The exact location
of the monastery remains unknown. Nevertheless, the general area can be identified
through the comments of Stephen of Novgorod who visited Constantinople in earlier
years and has left us an account of his tour. He places the area in the neighborhood of
Kontoskalion; cf. his account in Majeska, p. 39 (English translation: p. 38): Ot Ilogpymus
nouty MUMO Kanbockanu . .. A 0TTojIe HI0XOM K cBATOMY JuMutpuro. Majeska (ibid.,
p. 267) points out that “Stephen of Novgorod is the only known source suggesting an
approximate location of the ‘Imperial Monastery of St. Demetrius.”” Stephen also sug-
gests that this monastery was the burial place of an emperor (ibid., pp. 38, 39): Ty neKUT
thio cesataro napst Jlackapcada (tako 60 6 nms emy), u brnosaxom rpbumu Thio
ero, “where the body of the holy Emperor Laskariasfa (such was his name) lies, and we
sinners kissed his body.” Stephen then adds another clue for the location of the monas-
tery, near the Giudecca and the Jewish Gate of Constantinople: Ton ecTb MOHACTBIPb
LapeB, CTOMT NpH Mopu. M Ty ecTb GJIM3 MOHACTBIPS TOTO KUBET JKHJOB MHOTO ITPU
MopH Bb3Ih roponHyro cThbHy, U Bpara Ha Mope 30ByTcs «KumoBckas», “this is an
imperial monastery, standing near the sea. Many Jews live near the monastery, along the
city wall above the sea, and so the gates are called Jewish.””

Leonardo, PG 159: col. 950: Chirluca curam portus totiusque maritimae regionis invigilabat
ad deferendum praesidium (followed by Languschi-Dolfin, fol. 317 (p. 20): Cir Luca Notara
hauea la cura deffensar el porto e la marina). Barbaro duplicates the same information and
specifies some further details, p. 19 (not in CC 1):

El mega duca, el qual sono el prinzipal homo de Costantinopoli da I'imperador in _fuora, si avea
in varda la marina de la banda del porto, et avea cavalli zento de rescossa, i qual jera d’agnora
in sua compagna per dover dar socorso con quegli, dove jera de bisogno a la tera.

In an original passage, without a dependency on Leonardo, Languschi-Dolfin also speci-
fies that Notaras defended the Basilike Gate, fol. 317 (p. 17): A porta basilica Luca Notara,
with whom Ubertino Pusculo agrees, 4.192-196 (p. 65) [CC 1: 208]: Ac tu / Basileam,
Luca, portam tibi, Notare, custos / commissam servas. Alias quae litora circum / aequoris aspiciunt
portas diversa virorum / corpora legunt vicina et moenia servant. Further, it is interesting to
note that Neophytos the Rhodian and Manuel lagaris (cf. infra, n. 41) also had com-
manding positions over monks and churchmen who were “manning” the sea walls in
the sector near Notaras and Isidore. Cf. the Latin ephemeris of Barbaro (entire text and
English translation in SF, pp. 578-596), p. 580 (April 6): Legimus insuper quod magnus
Dux [Notaras|, primum secundum imperatorem locum tenens portui praefuit, ubi 100 ei equi
parati stabant; quod muri maritime custodia monachis duce Manuele Giagaro . . . ac Neophyto
Rhodiensis comissa fuit.

For the emotionally charged atmosphere and the rumors in circulation, involving “spies”
and collaborators during the siege, cf. Philippides, “Rumors of Treason.”

Leonardo, PG 159: col. 936 (CC 1: 152):

Interea capitaneus generalis_Johannes Justinianus, totius fortunae observator, ut praesensit <ex>
proclamatione Theucrum praesto daturum certamen, agebat confestim murorum, quos machina
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contriverat, reparationem; petivitque sibi a Chirluca, magno duce consulari, communes urbis
bombardas quas contra hostes affigeret. Quas cum superbe denegasset: ‘Quis me, capitaneus
inquit, o proditor, tenet ut gladio non occumbas meo?’ Qua ignominia indignatus, tum quod
Latinus exprobasset eum, remissius post rei bellicae providentiam gessit. . . . At capitaneus
Johannes, Mauricii Catanei pracfecti, Johannis de Carreto, Pauli Bocchiardi, Johannis de For-
nariis, Thomae de Salvaticis, L<e>odixii Gatilusii, Johannis Illyrici aliorumque ascitorum
Graecorum consultu, acies munimentaque refecit. Cujus providentiam Teucrus commendans:
‘Quam vellem, inquit, penes me praefectum illum_Joannem honorandum!” Magnis hercle donis
aureoque multo corrumpere illum studuit: cujus inflectere animum nunquam potuit.

Leonardo’s information is replicated in the vernacular by Languschi-Dolfin fol. 318 (p.21):

Infra questo tempo Joanne Zustignan capitanio general in la terra, che uedeua tutto el pericolo
de la cita, come sentite la proclamatione facta per lo exercito del Titrco, che uoleua dar la batt-
aglia general alla citade, cum solicitudine riparo gran parte di muri ruinati. Insuper domando a
Cir Luca Notara gran consegliero alcune bombarde da rebatter li inimici da la sua statione, et
quelli cum superbia denego uoler dar. Al qual irato Joanne Zustignan disse o traditor, et che me
tien che adesso non te scanna cum questo pugnal, da la qual uergogna disdegnato mega duca
che uno Latino | hauesse improprato se portaua piu rimesso ale prouision de la cita, et Greci
secretamente mal tolleraua che Italiani hauesse de difensar la citade.

Discussion of this important incident, which may have influenced Giustiniani’s decision
to retreat from his sector after he was wounded, in Philippides, “Giovanni Guglielmo
Longo Giustiniani,” pp. 13—54; and SF, p. 546.

Barbaro 19 (not in CC 1).

PG 159: col. 935 (CC 1:150): Cardinalis, a consilio nunquam absens. . . .

Ct., e.g., the comments of Schiel, pp. 166, 167 and n. 61. It should be recalled, nev-
ertheless, that, in spite of the evident primacy of this important source, we still lack
an authoritative edition of Leonardo’s complete text, which must include an essential
apparatus criticus. For available manuscripts, some of which still need to be consulted, and
the early editions from the fifteenth and the sixteenth centuries, cf. SF, pp. 18, 19, which
have now been supplemented by Schiel, p. 166 n. 60, with citations of additional editions
from the sixteenth century.

PG 159: col. 937 (CC 1: 154): Calilbasia [Halil Pasha] enim, regis vetustior consularis baro,
gravitate, consilio rerumque bellarum experientia pollens, Christianis favens, regi [sultan]| semper
dissuasserat ne urbem Constantinopolim molestaret. The same information is encountered in
Languschi-Dolfin’s imitation of Leonardo fol. 319: Alhora Calibassa piu uecchio graue de
conseio, et perito de experientia de cose bellice sempre dessuadeua el Signor Titrco non molestasse
Constantinopoli.

Thus Leonardo unambiguously states that as soon as the decision was made at the Porte
to launch the final assault, Halil informed the Greek high command of the sultan’s inten-
tion and gave advice concerning the course of action that the defense should undertake;
cf. PG 159: col. 938 (CC 1:156): ut Calilbascia [Halil Pasha], senior consularis . . . consilium
intellexit definitumque esse certamen, clam internuntiis admodum fidissimis uti amicus imperatori
cuncta denunciat. [Not in CC 1]: hortaturque ut non expavescat . . . nec terreriminis eorun qui
magis timuissent: nec indoctiore multitudine commoveri: custodies sint vigiles et pugnam persever-
antes exspectent. As usual, the information is repeated by Languschi-Dolfin fol. 319:

Come Calibassa uecchio conseijer intese chel conseijo . . . diffinir el zorno che se douea dar la
bataglia, alhora per fidati nuncij come amico de Christiani tutta la deliberation del Signor tutto
fa notto al imperator, confortando quello no se impaurica . . . ne per tal minaze impaurisse contra
multituidine inexperta et facia far bone guardia.

PG 159: cols. 942-943 (a small extract, without the important details, in CC 1):
Chirluca . . . Calilbasciam vetustiorem, loco et prudential primum Teucri baronem, amicum admo-
dum Graecis, quod crebris litteris ad imperatorem missis ejus animum a pacis consiliis detraxisset,
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utque fortis staret persuasisset, accusavit; epistolas servatas in_fide regi praesentavit. Cf. Languschi-
Dolfin fol. 322, with identical information. If indeed this incident is true, it implies that
Notaras had been hoarding intelligence information that Halil had been supplying to
the defense and therefore Notaras’s actions come into question. As the grand duke and
prime minister of the emperor, he should have destroyed this evidence and should not
have saved it to take advantage for his own purposes. It is no surprise that Leonardo adds,
with a measure of delight, the following comment, PG 159: col. 943: At Chirluca militia
poenam non evasit: . . . decollatur.

PG 159: col. 938 (not in CC 1) and duplicated by Languschi-Dolfin fol. 319: Da qual
bassa spesse lettere al imperator uegniuano portate. For a further study of treasonable acts, spy-
ing, agents, provocateurs, etc., cf. Philippides, “Rumors of Treason,” passin.

The use of the imperfect tense implies that many letters came on different occasions, a
fact that is also emphasized later in the bishop’s narrative.

This becomes evident in his various comparisons with other cities, which had suftered
a similar fate in antiquity. He touches upon this subject in all the literature that he pro-
duced after the fall; cf., e.g., his comments to Bessarion, 3:

Repetamus enim ab <A>eterno cum plurimarum civitatum et parvarum et maximarum
casus et min<A>e in diversis mundi partibus olim fuisse legantur, nulla unquam fuit, quae
Constantinopolitan<A>e possit expugnationi ac direptioni comparari. Non Tioi<A>e popu-
latio, non Thebarum eversio, non Hierosolymorum trina destructio, non Antiochi<A>e, non
Rom<A>e, non Alexandri<A>e, non cuiusvis alterius sive maioris sive minoris civitatis.

Similar comments with different comparisons of biblical origin can be found in his
report to Pope NicholasV, 6:

Cuius captivitas omnes ab initio saeculi captivitates superat et excedit: Hierosolymorum ab
Nabugodonosor<e> rege pauca equidem et parva fuit respectu tantae et tam magnae; ipsius
quidem pecuniae ablatae sunt, populus autem non fuit pedibus et manibus colligatus, sed simul
congregatus ad Babyloniam transductus est; et sacra eorum no abrepta, non conculcata, sed
Assyriorum rex ea in aedibus suis cum reverentia observabat. Similiter et comparatio nulla in
aliam civitatem potest fieri, quae huic potest adaequari.

The complete text and English translation will be quoted in presently.

Ibid.: Quid igitur dixerim fecerimque ac mente volverim, non facile verbis aut scriptis complecti
possen.

This was his practice when he provides a short account of an incident, the withdrawal of
Giustiniani from the critical sector of the assault, which precipitated the disaster, as the
Turks overran the undermanned sector, the Mesoteikhion, and entered the fortifications,
without ever achieving a breach of the walls; on this event, cf. SF, pp. 525-546. Isidore
seems to suggests that the incident was also controversial in his own mind but he implies
that he intended to speak about it with Bessarion in private, 11: Erat autem cum impera-
tore illo ductor quidam nomine Ioannes Iustinianus, quem multi incusant primam fuisse causam
tant<A>e captivitatis et excidii: sed omittamus.

Dated the 7th of July 1453 (dat<A>e VII Iulii MCCCCLIII from Candia) and addressed
to “the exalted lord priors of the palace and of the community of Florence,” in which
he adds further that the sultan’s cruelty surpasses the cruelty of Thyestes. Echoes from
this letter appear in the text of another letter (dated the 26th of July [1453]: die 26 Julii),
which the cardinal addressed to the “Glorious Doge of Venice, Francesco Foscari” (inclito
duci Venetiarum Isidorus miseratione divina sacrosancta Romanae ecclesiae episcopus Sabinus cardi-
nalis Rutinensis appelatus). Cf. Hofmann, “Quellen zur Isidor als Kardinal und Patriarch,”
pp. 143-157: (Magnificis dominis prioribus palatii et communitatis Florentinorum): Nam num-
quam Nero crudelissimus, numquam Thyestes, qui prioprios filios edendos patri trad<d>idit . . .
regem Alexandrum admirandum Macedonem cum minore potentia subiuga<viss>e totum orbem,
et hunc, qui iam imperiale regnum Constantinopolis obtinuit et habet innumerabilem exercitum
non posse totum orbem submittere. The learned cardinal was perhaps confused with his
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reference to Thyestes. Thyestes in classical mythology had been the victim; he was served
a dinner of his own children by his brother Atreus. These are the earliest citations and
comparisons on record between the sultan and the Macedonian king, but eventually
there was wide circulation of this comparison among humanists. The nucleus of this
account appears to originate with Cardinal Isidore and his fellow humanists in Crete.
This comparison found appeal in the humanistic circles of the West and was then taken
up by others in their narratives. The comparison propagated by Isidore and Leonardo
during the siege was further elaborated by the cardinal and by his literary circle on Crete.
It was then dispatched in early reports to the West and was further expounded upon
before it found wide appeal and distribution among humanists in Italy. On this topic, cf.
the details in Philippides,“The Fall of Constantinople 1453: Classical Comparisons and
the Circle of Cardinal Isidore,” passim.

Leonardo is placed squarely within the humanistic sphere by Cyriacus of Ancona, argu-
ably the first epigraphist for Greek archaeology, who had met him, as he notes in a letter
of 1444 (Bodnar and Foss, letter 6 [15-27]): Vidimus et inter praeclaros eo loco viros Leonar-
dum, venerandum religione ac divinarum et humanarum litterarum peritissimum hominem, quo-
cum multis cum nobilibus splendido in symposio_fuimus. Cyriacus mentions Leonardo once
again in a letter of the 27th of August 1444, which was probably written in Constan-
tinople (Bodnar and Foss, Letter 15 [84—86]): hodie . . . reverendissimum patrem Leonardum,
Lesbeum pontificem, ad hanc urbem adventatem hylaritate revisimus.

Perhaps that is a copyist’s error for Macedones? It should be remarked in passing that
the Turkish expression “Janissary” proved difficult to couch in Latin or in the ancient
Greek language. The most successful equivalent seems to have been coined by Laonikos
Khalkokondyles, who consistently refers to this corps as ol vejlvdeg. Other authors and
especially accounts composed in the various Italian vernaculars of the period seem to
have had trouble with it and very often produce phonetic approximations to the Turk-
ish word. Cf., e.g., Giacomo Rizzardo’s usage in his account of the siege and fall of
Venetian Negroponte/Khalkis to Mehmed II: Vedendo il Signore che Tirchi, e giannizzeri,
e azappi con altre sue genti Ii face van di queste truffe di trafurar Franchi; or Fra Castellana’s
usage in his account of the same siege: qualche xiiij milia Tanengarii, cioé Cristiani rinnegati.
For new editions with English translation and historical commentary on these Italian
texts, cf. Philippides, Mehmed 1I the Conqueror, chs. 6 and 7 respectively. Khalkokondyles’s
effort towards Hellenization produced the accurate translation of venivdeg but was
never widely adopted in Modern Greek, since in the vernacular the term yevitGopog-
tavitlapog was preferred and became a loan word; in fact, it was already used in the fif-
teenth century by Greeks to designate the foreign mercenaries of the Byzantine emperor.
On this point, cf. Elizabeth A. Zachariadou, “Les ‘janissaires’ de I'empereur byzantin,” in
Studia Titrcologica Memoriae Alexii Bombaci Dicata, Instituto Universitario Orientale, Semi-
nario di Studi Asiatici 19 (Naples 1982), pp. 591-597 [= idem, Romania and the Tiirks (c.
1300—c. 1500) (London 1985), Study 11]. On this peculiar Ottoman institution, see A.E.
Vacalopoulos, The Greek Nation, 1453—1669: The Cultural and Economic Background of
Modern Greek Society (New Brunswick 1976), pp. 73 ff.; S.Vryonis, “Seljuk Gulams and
Ottoman Devshirmes,” Der Islam 41 (1965): pp. 224-252; idem, “Isidore Glabas and the
Turkish Devshirme,” Speculum 31 (1956): pp. 433—443 [repr. in idem, Byzantium: Its Inter-
nal History and Relations with the Muslim World, Collected Studies (London 1971), Studies
12 and 13, respectively|; B. Papoulia, Ursprung und Wesen der “Knabenlese” im osmanischen
Reich (Munich 1964), and its review by S.Vryonis in Byzantium, Study 14.

PG 159: col. 937 (not in CC 1): An Macedonis potentia mea maior fuit, cui orbis minore
cum exercuit paruit? Languschi-Dolfin follows Leonardo closely, fol. 319: utrum la mia
potentia sia magior de quella d Alexandro macedonico, al qual cum minor exercito del mio tutto el
mondo obedite. For the plethora of comparisons among humanists in Italy, who compare
Mehmed to Alexander, Isidore and Leonardo initiated the comparison, cf. Philippides,
“The Fall of Constantinople 1453: Classical Comparisons and the Circle of Cardinal
Isidore,” esp. pp. 356—372. The Italian circle includes such humanists as Lauro Quirini,
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da Rimini, Tetaldi, Aeneas Sylvius Piccolomini (Pope Pius II), Tignosi da Foligno, and
numerous others.

Hofmann,“Quellen zur Isidor als Kardinal und Patriarch,” pp. 143—157: Magnificis dominis
prioribus palatii et communitatis Florentinorum: Nam numquam Nero crudelissimus, numquam
Tiestis [Thyestes], qui proprios filios edendos patri trad<d>idit. After 1453, within the shelter
of the Vatican, he borrowed from the library at least one work on Alexander; cf. Mercati,
Seritti d’Isidoro, p. 82: In secunda vice portavit libros sequentes prefatus Re<verendissi>mus domi-
nus cardinalis Ruthenus xxv mai anno predicto. . . . Item unum librum in papiro forme mediocris,
vocatus De gestis Alexandri Magni.

CC1:72:

Aliud iterum mirabilius est machinatus, quod et Xerxes quondam fecisse memoratur: pon-
tem siquidem construxit et fabricavit maximum a mari Sanct<A>e Galatin<A>e usque ad
m<o>enia Cynegi, quod duplo maius est spatium quam illius Hellespontiaci olim pontis a
Xerxe fabricati, per quem non modo pedites verum etiam equites multi simul traducebantur.

Ibid., p. 96: Deinde pontem super mare, qui usque ad hodiernum diem manet, construxit: habet
enim distantiam de terra firma in Constantinopoli per miliare unum et tertivm.

The bridge was admired by several eyewitnesses, who, independent of Leonardo and
Isidore, also make reference to it, but without any learned allusions to Xerxes. Bishop
Samuel’s impressions were recorded in a contemporary German translation (NE 4: 86):

vnd liessen sy in das Tayl des Mers czwischen den vorgenanten Stetten [Pera and
Constantinople], viad mochten da ein Pruck von aynem Tayl zu dem andern, darin-
nen leyten sy grosse Vas; vnd darauf leytten sy Piichsen vnd Fiiesslewt ein grosse
Menig, vnd auff die selben Vass mochten sy aber ayn Pruck vnd mochten ein
zwifichtige Wer auf das Wasser.

Similarly, the two refugees Eparkhos and Diplovatatzes also speak of this operation and
of its impact upon the defenders, and their impressions have been preserved in a con-
temporary German translation; cf. NE 2: 516:

Item: als er pei Petra auf daz Wasser ist kumen in ir Lantwer, do hat er alle Fesser
genumen, die er mocht zu Wege pringen, und haben die an ein ander gepunden, und
haben dar auf gepruck, und auf dem Wasser gestritten sam auf dem Land, und haben
do gehabt mit ein 1000 Leittern, die wurften sie an die Mauren; auch ward ein Loch
geschossen, ein gross Loch, in die Statmaur, sam Sant Sebolds Kirchhof; dez haben
sich die Genuessen unterwunden, sie wollens wol hervaren mit iren Schissen, — die
dann hetten vil Schif; es was auch geboten in des Turcken Here vor finfzehen Tagen
daz ein itlicher solt ein Leittern tragen, auf dem Wasser und auf dem Land.

The Florentine Tetaldi also notes this bridge, Caput VIII (Philippides, Mehmed II the
Congqueror, pp. 166—168): Similiter et pontem mira ingeniositate fabricati fecit de vasis, afferibus,
trabibus et plancis, mille habentem passus in longitudine et septem in latitudine, ut sui ad nostros
pertingere possint super mare ex transverso ambulantes et civitatis muris appropriquantes. Leon-
ardo is followed by Languschi-Dolfin closely, fol. 315:

Non contento perho de queso inzegno, el Turcho per altro modo cercho spauentarne. Et fece
construir uno ponte longo 30 stadij sono miglia . . . dal mare fino alla ripa de la terra, fatta la
zatra _fermata sopra le botte ligate per diuider el porto, per lo qual ponte exercito poteua correr
apresso el muro de la cita, apresso la giesia, imitando la potentia di Xerse el quale de Natolia
in Grecia tradusse lo suo exercito per lo stretto de Hellesponto.

PG 159: col. 931 [CC 1:138; the text within <> is omitted by CC 1]:

Proinde hoc ingenio non contentus Theucrus aliud quoque, quo nos terreret magis, construxit,
pontem videlicet longitudinis stadiorum circiter triginta, ex ripa urbi opposita maris qui sinum
scinderet, vasis vinariis colligatis, subconstructis confixisque lignis, quo exercitus decurreret ad
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murum prope urbis iuxta fanum, <imitatus Xerxis potentiam, qui ex Asia in Thraciam Bos-
phoro exercitum traduxit>.

As usual his text is imitated in the vernacular by Languschi-Dolfin fol. 315 (cited in the
previous note).
Pusculo 4.536-544 (71, 72) [omitted in the selections oftered in CC 1]:

atque una consternere Pontum / Ponte superstructo; et cuneos transmittere siccis / Ipsi urbi
pedibus tumidum super aequor et undas. / Xerxem _fama canit quondam stravisse frementem /
Hellespontiacum pontum, et junxisse rejunctam / Ponte Asiam Europa, siccis atque agmina
plantis / Innumera ex Asia Europae immisisse.

Echoes of the comparison of Mehmed to Xerxes are also encountered in Greek second-
ary literature on the siege of 1453, suggesting that the Great King of Persia had been a
subject of conversation among the Greeks and that the comparison between the two
potentates may actually date back to the days of the siege. We may be encountering a
distant reverberation of actual conversations and observations voiced by participants
in the defense and perpetuated by survivors of the sack. Thus Kritoboulos alludes to
Xerxes in connection with another Ottoman stratagem that made a deep impression on
the defenders, the transfer of light craft of the Turkish fleet overland and their launch
into the harbor of the Golden Horn.The strategic intention of the sultan was to by-pass
the chain-boom that had denied entry of the Ottoman fleet into the Golden Horn,
and thus force the defense to thin out its scanty forces, as the walls of the harbor now
had to be defended. Indeed, it was a very successful tactic when combined with the
sultan’s pontoon bridge. The combination of transferred boats and a floating bridge
presented a major threat to Greek defenses. The Byzantines and their allies were forced
to redeploy sparse military resources. Kritoboulos remarks that this tactic of the sultan,
the transfer of some boats over the hills of Pera, surpassed the achievements of Xerxes,
1.42.6: &yo vopilm kol tiic ZépEov Tod ABw Sropuyfic ueilov eivan todto WOAG Koi
wapado&otepov kal ideiv Kol akodoot. Kritoboulos’s comparison is independent from
that drawn by the two ecclesiastics. Doukas is in complete agreement with these senti-
ments and he also mentions Xerxes, compares Mehmed II to Alexander the Great, and
calls the sultan the “modern Macedonian,’ 38.8:

0 EépEng v Bdhacoav Eyepupmoev Kol GG ENpav O T0GODTOG GTPATOS ETAVMD
Tahg Sifjildev. obToc 8¢ 6 vEog Mokedamv . . . Hotatog Th yiiv 800AdocmGeY Kol Mg
KOTO KUPATOV T8 wAoTa bmeEp TV Kopue@dv Emleviey. GAL Dwep TOV ZEpEnV 0dTOC.
Kol yop ékeivog dafag tov EAMomovtov, mwopd tdv ABnvaiov aioydvny évouvbeig
VWESTPEYEY, 00TOC 8& TNV ENpay Mg ypdy Sraag Todg Pmpoiovg Neévicey kai Tig
xPUGC SvTmg ABMvag TG KOGLOVGUC TOV KOGLOV, THY PaciAida Tdv wOLewv ellev.

The text of the note from Codex Bibl. Univ. lat. B 52, busta 2, n. 1, fols. 40—42", is quoted
in CC 1:53:

Habes iam, Alberte dilectissime, grecam epistolam factam Latinam, etsi satis inepte traductam.
Malui enim <me> rudem ac indoctum iudicari abs te, quam pervicacem. Usus auten sum
sermone facili et ilaro et, ut dicam, puerile, ne tibi videar alius esse quam sum, tardo scilicet ac
rudi ingenio. Potuissem enim hinc inde vocabula exquisita mendicari et exspicari, sed nolui ex
re minima rem maximam facere atque ostentare, quod mee tenuis ac exiguissime supellectilis
non est. Ipsam ergo penes te servas nec ulli cures edere, ne in tanta doctissimorum virorum copia
temerarius ac presumptuosus _fuisse videar, qui tantum mihi arrogem, ut grecam profiteri scien-
tiam ausus sim, cuius vix prima rudimenta delbarim. Tius Lianoru de Lianoriis etc.

As is made clear in the incipit: Epistola composite per ser Pasium de Bertipalia notarium ad
instantiam reverendissimi domini, domini Isidori cardinalis Sabinensis. We follow the punctua-
tion of L. Silvano, “Per I'epistolario di Isidoro di Kiev: La lettera a papa NiccoloV de 6
luglio 1453, Medioevo Greco 13 (2013): pp. 241-258.
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It is only recently that the complete text of this letter composed by Isidore and trans-
lated by Pasio saw its editio princeps; previously we had only selections published in CC
1: 58—64. Finally, we have a reliable text of the entire letter from the Codex Marc. 496,
fols. 330—331": cf. Silvano, pp. 241-258 (Latin text with Italian translation, pp. 246-251),
who thoroughly discusses the manuscript in question and produces a commentary on
the contents of the text.

CC 1: 90: Datum Cretae in domibus residentiae nostrae sub sigillo nostro quo utimur anno a
nativitate Domini M.CCCC. Quinquagesimo tertio, die octava Iulii potificatus sanctissimi in
Christo patris et domini nostri domini Nycolay divina providential papae quinti anno septimo. On
this letter, cf. SF, p. 29.

CC 1:100: Datum Candiae, die XV Julii LIIF.

Supra, n. 73: in domibus residentiae nostrae sub sigillo nostro.

Henry of Soemmern was under the impression that Isidore’s health had suftered during
the period of his adventure; cf. Philippides, Mehmed II the Conqueror, pp. 128,129 (CC 2:
92):

devenit [Isidorus| . .. inde Cretam, in qua stabat, mediocriter valens, VIIIa Iulii novissime
praeteriti. Isidore himself in the opening paragraph of his letter to Bessarion indicates that he
had been in a state of clinical depression: mens mea tanquam hominis extra se positi ac paene
insensati desidet continue, si quidem deambulans, iacens, stans, sedens, dormiens, vigilans, fontes
lacrimarum emitto.

CC 2: 38: Ex <Candia> die quinta Julii in loco Sancti Francisci Candiae MCCCC<LIII>.
On Fra Girolamo, ct. SF, p. 36.

Quirini knew the affection with which Pope NicholasV regarded manuscripts and clas-
sical scholarship, and chose to include the mention of the cardinal together with the
irreparable loss of literature in the sack; cf. TIePN, p. 74: Ultra centum et viginti miia libro-
rum volumina, ut a reverendissimo cardinali Rutheno [Isidoro| accepi, devastata. Nevertheless,
after his early liberation, Bishop Leonardo was able to buy books within the devastated
city; cf. the information in SF, pp. 16,17 and n. 61.

On the same day Isidore completed his letter to the pope. Could it be that both letters,
Isidore’s and Quirini’s, were simultaneously sent to the pope, were dispatched on the
same boat from Crete, and were carried by the same courier?

TIePN, p. 90: Data Candidae Idibus Iulii 1453. On Quirini and his account, cf. SF, p. 36.
To be discussed in the next chapter.

Cf. SF, pp. 29, 30.

Of course, the letter translated by Pasio is of equal importance; however, we chose not
to include it, as this letter adds nothing of import to the letters by Isidore and can be
consulted in Italian translation by Silvano (supra, n. 73).

For discussion of the two fictional episodes, the emperor’s speech and the liturgy in
Santa Sophia, cf. Philippides, “Tears of the Great Church: The Lamentation of Santa
Sophia,” p. 721 and n. 18.

Barbaro states that the sultan inspected his troops, prior to the general assault at the third
hour before daylight, p. 51 (CC 1: 30):

In questo zorno de vinti nuove de mazo del mile e quarto zento e cinquanta tre a ore tre avanti
zorne, Macome bei, fio che fu de Morato turco, vene personalmente a le mure de questa zitade
de Costantinopoli, per dar la bataia zeneral.

Leonardo does not state the precise time, but he seems to allude to the early hours when
the battle commenced, PG 159: col. 940 (CC 1: 158): Tenebrosa nox in lucem trahitur nos-
tris vicentibus; at dum astra cedunt, dum Phoebi praecurrit Lucifer ortum . . . consurgit exercitus.
Pusculo places the withdrawal of Giustiniani at the rise of the morning star (3.973-975,
CC 1: 212): Lucifer aurorae venientis pallidus ortum / ducebat, portans casumgque diemque . . .
Joannes abiit. He further states that the Janissaries entered soon thereafter (3.986,987, CC
1:212): lam digitis fulgens roseis Aurora rubentem / aethera reddebat noctisque fugaverat umbram.
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The only event is recounted by Doukas 39.23, who suggests that in the vicinity of the
Kynegion the Turks entered the Aya kap1 and proceeded to plunder the church of Santa
Theodosia (present day mosque of Giil Camii); on this incident and the identification of
this church as Giil Camii, cf. SF, pp. 265 ft. It is coincidental that 29 May was the feast
day of Santa Theodosia and Isidore relates this information to Pasio di Bertipaglia who
further notes the superstitious nature of Isidore, who must have believed this day to be
“unlucky” (Silvano, p. 248 [CC 1: 60]): O diem infelicem, si fas est infelicem dici diem qua
natalitia Sanctae [Silvano: beatae| Theodosiae virginis et martiris colerentur.

Isidore does not mention the church by name. He only calls it cuiusdam monasterii, but
this is not unusual. In the vernacular of the time, Santa Sophia was known as 1 peyéin
€kkAnoia or, more commonly as T0 péyo povaotpt; cf. Philippides, “Tears of the Great
Church: The Lamentation of Santa Sophia,” which also provides an analysis of a popular
poem then in circulation. In this well-known example of popular literature, Santa Sophia
is referred to as “the grand monastery”” Henry of Soemmern in his letter makes clear that
it was Santa Sophia; cf. CC 2: 92: prope ecclesiam S. Sophiae accessit.

For a discussion of those prophecies as reported by numerous writers of the period, cf.
SF, ch. 4,sec. II, and esp. pp. 227-231.

Thus the Anconitan consul, Benvenuto, who was present during the siege and sack,
points out the particular advantage of having access to a horse, for it provided a quick
means to escape from the enemy. Benvenuto stresses, as his account breaks off, that most
of the officers in charge of sectors died because they had lost their mounts; TIePN, p. 5:
ommnes provisores . . . interfecti errant . . . quia manserunt pedestres in platea. On Benvenuto, cf.
supra, . 44. Isidore himself claims that his horse was of great advantage in his survival; cf.
his letter to Bessarion, 2: eques eram. . . .

Letter to Bessarion, 2: ante ianuam cuiusdam monasterii.

Ibid.

Silvano, p. 250 (CC 1: 64): Ego denique dolens Isidorus . . . qui huius crudelissimi excidii [of
Constantinople| verissimus testis sum et impiorum manus nutu divino mirabiliter evasi. He also
emphasizes his status as an eyewitness in his propagandistic letter to “all Christians” of
July 8; cf. CC 1: 84: quod omnes actus et opera praefata propriis oculis vidi, et ego ipse cum viris
Constantinopolitanis omnibus una passus sum.

Philippides, Mehmed II the Conqueror, pp. 128, 129 (CC 2: 92-94).

Of course this is speculation. Henry could have discovered information about Isidore’s
wound from another letter that has not survived. Henry includes some of the epistolog-
raphy of Isidore in his sources and he does mention that he tried “to piece together”
what had happened in Constantinople, naming some of his sources, which seem to
include Fra Girolamo the Minorite who was in Crete (cf. SF, p. 36). But in his surviving
letter Fra Girolamo says nothing about Isidore. Henry mentions the following sources
that he utilized (Philippides, Mehmed II the Congqueror, pp. 128, 129 [not in CC 2]):

Hanc totam seriem rei gestae college fideliter ex diversis epistoli scriptis ad diversos de ista
material. Quarum una scripta est domin<i>o Venetorum per dominum Iacobum Lauredanum,
generalem capitaneum eorum super mare; alia per ducem Venetorum scripta est domino papae
tribusque aliis cardinalibus; <alia domini cardinalis> Ruthenis, qui de hac re unam papam, alia
domino cardinali Firmano; tertia<m>que patens erat omnibus Christifidelibus. Et ex duabus
aliis scriptis domino Firmano (quorum unam scripsit ipse agens, familiaris et domesticus dicti
cardinalis Rutheni, aliam vicarius ordinis minorum provinciae Candiae). Quarum omnium
copias habeo, ex copiis domini Firmani.

Supra, n. 93. These “miraculous” circumstances may have become proverbial with time,
as they are also cited by Leonardo Benvoglienti, in a letter of 22 November 1453; ct. CC
2:110: el Tisrcho cercho con grande instantia questo Cardinale per farlo morire essendo in Costan-
tinopoli; da a questo chi’o comprendo, per divina dipensatione et miracolo é stato preservato.

CC 1: 116. The friend may have been Francesco Griftolini d’ Arezzo (CC 1: 112). In
the immediate hours following the fall of the imperial city, it is unclear how and when
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Isidore disposed of his regal ecclesiastical robes. He, himself, provides no specific infor-
mation on this. Obviously, he had to disguise himself as a Greek commoner to avoid
detection, knowing well that Mehmed IT was seeking his head. Numerous accounts, as
the one cited of exchanging robes with an elderly monk, provide some questionable
information. A version, without providing a source for this account, appears in Ch.
Mijatovich, Constantine Palaeologus. The Last Emperor of the Greeks, 1448—1453.The Con-
quest of Constantinople by the Tirks (London, 1892), p. 225, who writes:

Cardinal Isidore with the aid of faithful servants, laid aside his purple robes, and put
on the clothes of a common soldier. The body of a Latin volunteer was then dressed
up in the robes of the Cardinal, and left lying in the street. The Turks came upon
it, cut off the head of the supposed Cardinal, and carried it on a pike in triumph
through the streets. Meanwhile, Isidore had fallen into the hands of other Turks; but
he seemed so miserable and so useless as a slave that his Turkish master soon set him
at liberty for a small sum of money.

Philippides, Mehmed II the Conqueror, p. 128 (CC 2: 92-94).

Pii Secundi Pontificis Maximi de Captione Urbis Constantinopolis Tiactatulus, pp. 116, 117;
text and English translation in Philippides, Mehmed II the Conqueror, pp. 94-119.
TiePN, p. 4.

Leonardo finished and sent his report to the pope by the 16th of August, as he states
(PG 159: col.944; CC 2:170): Data Chii, XV die Augusti, 1453). He never mentions the
adventures of Isidore in his epistula, and the probabilities are that he was unaware of the
adventures of his friend. By the time Leonardo completed and sent his report Isidore
had passed through Chios on his way to Crete. Is it possible that the two friends missed
each other during Isidore’s brief stay on the island of Chios, where Leonardo had also
fled?

The sultan was energetically engaged in identifying those prominent citizens, members
of the court, and defenders whom he had marked for execution. Cf., e.g., Doukas,
who states that the sultan had compiled written lists of his marked prisoners and paid
the sum of 1,000 aspers per man to acquire them from their captors, 40.5: pabmv
[Mehmed] ...t dvopato T@V E0YEVAOV TMV &V WOAOTI) SI0TPEYAVI®OV OQPIKIOAM®Y,
WAVTOV TO OVOHATA KOTEYPOWEVY. Kai £V TOlg wAoiolg Kal v Taig oknvaic cuvadpoicag
obv wavtog Enydpacey, avel yMov dompav Sodg Toig Tovpkotg.

Vol. 2: 8.24 (pp. 198, 199 [= PG 159: col. 393]). For a Latin translation of this passage,
cf. the next note.

Isidorus S. R. E. Cardinalis, Notitia (Purpura Docta, Monachii 1714, parte IIL, p. 105), PG
159: cols. 947, 948.The same note translates into Latin Khalkokondyles’s comments (for
the Greek passage, cf. supra, text with n. 102), PG 159: col. 952:

De Isidoro cardinal agens Laonicus Chalcondylas haec habet: In hac rerum turba miserabili
(loquitr de urbis Constantinopolitanae direptione) captus est cardinalis isidorus Sarmatarum
antistes, qui ductus in Galatium urbem renditus est, sedconscensa navi profugit in Peloponne-
sum. Si rex Tirrcarum virum hunc novisset, videlicet quod cardinalis esset, certe eum intefecisset;
cum eum inter coeteros occisum putaret, nullam eius rationem habebat.

In fact, Bessarion’s beard may have contributed to his loss of the papal throne during
the conclave of 1455, which was also attended by Isidore. On the circumstances of this
conclave, cf. A. Kyrou, Byaoapiowv 6 "EAAnv,2 (Athens, 1947), pp. 31-33.This event will
be discussed in ch. 7, text with n. 27.

For the custom of the Latin Church to present its clerics with a clean shaven face, cf.
Corpus Christianorum, Continuatio Mediaevalis LXII, Apologiae duae: Gozechni epistola ad
Walcherum; Burchardi, ut videtur, Abbatis Believallis Apologia de Barbis, ed. R.B.C. Huygens
(with an introduction on the history of the beard in the Middle ages by G. Constable)
(Turnholt, 1985).The situation was similar to what we encounter in the Late Antiquity;
cf., e.g., the disapproval that Emperor Julian (“the Apostate”) had to face because he had
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chosen to wear “the philosopher’s beard,” which prompted him to compose the satirical
piece, The Hater of the Beard, Micowwywy.
Henry of Soemmern 5 (p. 124); CC 1: 86.
PG 159: col. 942 (CC 1:166). Leonardo is followed by his imitator, Languschi-Dolfin
fol. 322: Dapoi tolseno Christo crucifix, et cum timpani et tamburli cum sputi e blasfemie derisorie
posta sopra la capo el xarcula ditto sessa turchesca cridando deceuano: questo e dio de Christiani.
The incident was also known to Pope Pius II, as he reports it in his Tractatulus (supra, n.
97), with similar phraseology, pp. 112, 113:

Simulacrum crucifixi quem colimus, et verum Deum esse fatemur, tubis et tympanis praeeunti-
bus raptum ex urbe, histes ad tentoria deferent, sputo lutoque foedant, et ad nostrae religionem
irrisionem iterum cruci affigunt. Exinde pileo quem sarculam vocant, capiti eius imposito, corona
undique facta, his est, inquunt Christianorum Deus.

“Zarchula/xarcula/sarcula,” or, more properly in Turkish, zerkulah, indicates the distinc-
tive white headdress of the Janissary regiments. It had clearly impressed the contem-
porary Italians who had seen it and is even mentioned by Barbaro 27 (CC 1:17), who
identifies the Janissaries as “the sultan’s slaves,” when he comments on the costumes of
the various Ottoman regiments:

per niun modo non se podeva veder tera, che za la iera cuverta da lor Turchi, massimante de
Janissarii qual sono o soldadi del Turcho, che sono i piti valtentomeni che abia il Titrco, etiam ne
iera assaissimi schiavi del signor, i qual se cognose ai capeli bianchi, e i Turchi natural porta i
capeli rossi, i qual se chiama axapi [azab].

Giacomo Rizzardo, in his account of the fall of Khalkis/Negroponte to Mehmed I,
also refers to the zerkulah (for this account, with English translation, cf. Philippides,
Mehmed II the Conqueror, pp. 220-247), pp. 244-245: Mando per loro, e fece loro levar il
zargolla di testa e mise loro capelli ungareschi in testa.

The sixteenth-century anonymous "ExOcoic Xpovikn (for a modern edition, English
translation, and commentary, cf. M. Philippides, Emperors, Patriarchs and Sultans of Con-
stantinople: An Anonymous Greek Chronicle of the Sixteenth Century [Brookline, 1990], 32
Ip. 48)).

Doukas reports a story in which a prisoner ofters in return for his freedom to iden-
tify Loukas Notaras and Orhan, a distant relative of the sultan, who had fought with
the Greeks against the Ottoman army, 40.4: Tote &ic 16OV oiyuoddTov 1@V Popaioy
KOTOWPOYLATELCAREVOG TV ovTod €devbepiav gipnke . . . “ei élevbephdoelg pe
ofuepov, & oot dodvar tov Opyav kol tov péya dodka [Loukas Notaras] opod.”
Numerous incidents of this type undoubtedly took place throughout the Ottoman

camp.
In Isidore’s own words in the letter dictated to Pasio (Silvano, p. 250 [CC 1: 64]):
Ego . . . denique dolens Isidorus . . . nutu divino mirabiliter evasi. Also for the “miracle,” cf.

the opinion of Benvoglienti quoted supra, n. 94. Even in his propagandistic literature
(cf. next chapter), Isidore insists upon this “divine miracle” that had saved him and he
even suggests a biblical comparison, when he likens himself and his circumstances to
Jonah and the whale. Cf. his letter addressed to all Christians (universis et singulis Christi

fidelibus), which was given at his quarters in Crete (in domibus residentiae nostrae) on the

8th of July (die octava Iulii) (CC 1: 84): de manibus impiorum me Deus eripuit, ut Jonam ab
utero ceti.

Thus the mention of Isidore as a prisoner in a Venetian folk poem of the period
is entirely fictional and Isidore only appears dramatis causa in the list of the sultan’s
prominent prisoners. The poem, an anonimo Veneto, belongs to the popular genre of the
lamentations over the fate of Constantinople and is entitled Questo ¢ lamento de Costan-
tinopoli (CC 2:296-315). Ct. 1. 279280 (CC 2: 306): Io vidi el cardinal / De Rosia legato
e in pregione. This printing involves an emendation that can be accepted; cf. CC 2: 475
n. 37: Ho correto la lezione “Loria” (che non ha alcun senso) . . . in “Rosia”.
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The insignificant amount of ransom (whether ducats or aspers) becomes evident when
it is compared with the exorbitant amounts that were demanded and were extorted for
Venetian prisoners. Cf., e.g., the information supplied by Barbaro 61 (not in CC 1):

Tusti questi nobeli da Veniexia, i qual fo prexoni in man del turco, tuti torno a Veniexia, i qual
tuti se ave taia, chi ducati doamilia, chi ducati mile, e chi ducati otozento, in men de uno ano tuti
so tornado a Veniexia.

Henry of Soemmern 9; Philippides, Mehmed II the Conqueror, pp. 128, 129.

Tractatulus, ch. XI1I; Philippides, Mehmed II the Conqueror, pp. 116, 117. Perhaps it should
be noted that the grammar of Aeneas Sylvius’s phraseology also allows the possible inter-
pretation that Isidore “ransomed himself” but this version is unlikely. His money, if he
had any on him, must have been taken from him after he was captured and it is unlikely
that he would have found himself able to navigate through the captured city to get to
Pera across the Golden Horn. Others must have ransomed him and escorted him to Pera.
Isidore himself described the danger that faced Pera in his letter of the 22nd of Febru-
ary 1455 (data Romae die XXII Februarii MCCCCL’ quinto) to the duke of Burgundy (a
tergo: Illustri<ssi>mo principi excellentissimo domino Philippo Burgundiae duci) (CC 1:108):
Nam capta Constantinopoli eamet hora et Pera in potestatem pervenit Teucrorum, destructis moe-
nibus et rem ipsorum penitu deletam ac labefactam. Isidore emphasizes again his witness status
and clearly alludes to the immediate period after he had been ransomed and conveyed
to Pera (ibid.): Ego, qui praesens eram, possum verum de omnibus perhibere testimonium. The
early letter of Isidore through the pen of Bertipaglia also makes mention of the dis-
mantling ot its walls and the problems Pera was facing. Thus Isidore supplies our earliest
testimony deriving from an eyewitness about the condition of the suburb. Cf. Silvano,
p- 248; CC 1: 62: Quoniam etiam christianissima et latina civitas Perae, quae a_Januensibus
possidebatur, ab eisdem hostibus | Tisrcis| capta et dilacerata, in qua etiam omnes similes horrendas
crudelitates exercuerunt et deiectis turribus, moeniis et lapideis magnificis parietibus eam ut rus
constituerunt. Similar information is repeated in his letter to the pope, in which he ties
the fate of the two cities together and also mentions details that are encountered as part
of the conditions that are included in the sultan’s aman-name to Pera (CC 1: 84):

Urbs igitur Constantinopolitana extincta est nec ullum sensum illa nunc habet; hac eadem
etiam hora et civitas Pera nuncupata extincta est, quam demum Thurci occupant nunc et guber-
nant, cuius muros usque ad terram diripuerunt, quaae servituti adeo tradita est, quod non
sinunt in exaltation sacratissimi corporis et sanguinis Christi tintinnabulum aut ullam cam-
panam sonari aut pulsar; ymmo crucem quae supra magnam turrim fuit una cum ipsa turri
in ruinam miswerunt; cuius denique civitatis totam rempublicam perdiderunt et destruxerunt,
gabellas et nonnullas alias impositiones et gravamina omnibus a maiore usque ad minorem
ponere instituerunt.

Among Greek authors, Doukas was also aware of the precarious position of Pera, 39.31:
Tadta 6 Zayovog Ekdivce Tovg Opdyyovg tod Tolatd [Pera] ui avoywpiicot. winv
oot £dvvndnoav euyely, Epuyov. Tdte cupPovievbévies ol Aotwmot, ELafov Tag Kheig
100 KAGTPOL oLV TM W0de0TAT® avTdV [Angelo Giovanni Lomellino] kot dwijhbov
WPOOKLVIGOVTES TQ TUPAVVED [Mehmed].

One of those individuals was the nephew of the podesta of Pera, who had been taken
prisoner and whose fate remained unknown in the early days after the fall. Eventually,
by 30 August, it was discovered that Lomellino’s nephew had turned renegade and
converted to Islam during his captivity, and eventually became an official at the sultan’s
Porte; on this event, cf. SF, pp. 13, 14. Cf. the confused and emotionally stressed letter
that the podesta wrote on the 23rd of June (CC 1: 42-51). On Lomellino’s account, cf.
SE, pp. 13, 14.

Angelo Giovanni Lomellino, the podesta, was well aware of the danger and he points
out in a memorable phrase in his letter (CC 1: 44): nam semper cognovi. Amisso Constan-
tinopoli, amisso isto loco [Pera].
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The aman-name of Mehmed, signed by his chief Porte ofticial Zaganos, has survived in
its original Greek version (the diplomatic language of the Porte) and in a translation
in the Italian vernacular. For the Greek and Italian texts, cf. Philippides, Mehmed II the
Congqueror, Appendix II (pp. 347-350).

Henry of Soemmern 9 (Philippides, Mehmed II the Conqueror, pp. 128,129 [CC 1: 94]):
et vectus est in Peram mansitque absconditus VIII diebus fugiendo de domo in domum occulte.
PG 159: col. 929 (CC 1: 134-136):

Sic simulata illa pax urbi profuit. Ego, iudicio meo, ni fallor, arbitror apertam guerram Peren-
sibus a primo salubriorem quam fictam pacem: <et> quidem Theucrus neque castrum, quod
demolitions eorum causa fuit, condidisset, neque guerram posthac tam terribiliem intuilisset.
O Genuenses iam quodammodo cicurati! Sileo, ne de meis loquar, quos externi cum veritate
diiudicant.

A short paraphrase is offered by Languschi-Dolfin (fol. 315), in which the personal
complaints of Leonardo are not included.

PG 159: col. 932 (CC 1: 140-142): At posthac inter Venetos et Genuenses Galatae oborta
dissensio est, quod alter alterum fugae suspicionem improbrasset. The information is repeated
in Languschi-Dolfin (fol. 316): Dapoi naque gran discension, fra Ueneti, et Genoexi de Pera,
che  uno al altro imputaua che woleuano fuzi.

PG 159: col. 933 (CC 1: 144): Etenim res haec detecta relataque Theucris egit, ut, dum nostri
percutere voluere, ipsi prius percussi sint. Sed quid dicam, beatissime Pater? Accusarene quempiam
licet? Silendum mihi est.

Thus upon the arrival of Giustiniani, Barbaro states (13; CC 1: 12): vene in Constantin-
opoli Zuan Zustignan Zenovexe . . . perché 'intendeva la nezesitade che havea Constantinopoli,
e per benefitio de la christianitade, e per honor del mundo. His retreat and withdrawal from

the last battle is depicted in difterent colors, 55 (CC 1: 33):

Vedando questo, Zuan Zustignan, zenovexe da Zenova, se delibera de abandoner la sua posta
e corse a la sua nave . . . e scampando questo che iera capetanio, vignando el ditto per la tera
criando: “Tisrchi son intradi dentro la tera”; e menteva per la gola, che ancora i non iera intradi
dentro . . . tuti si se comenza a meter in_fuga, e subito tuti abandona le sue poste.

In the course of his narrative Barbaro loses all patience with the Genoese and proceeds
to describe them in extremely negative terms, cf., e.g., 30 (CC 1: 20): i maledetti Zeno-
vexi de Pera rebeli de la fede cristiana.

Supra,n. 115.

CC1:108.

Isidore was not the only “wanted” person. Other prominent defenders were also sought;
cf. e.g., the testimony of Angelo Giovanni Lomellino, who emphatically states that the
sultan was searching for the Bocchiardi brothers and Maurizio Cataneo, who, like Isi-
dore, had gone into hiding in Pera. Cf. CC 1: 46—48: Inquisivit [sc. Mehmed| Mauritium
Cattaneum et Paulum Boccardum, quise occultaverunt; dimisit in loco isto sclavum pro custodia
loci. Cataneo and the Bocchiardi brothers eluded the sultan’s agents and, like Isidore,
managed to escape to Italy. Again, here the efforts of the podesta must have been effec-
tive. Both Cataneo and the surviving Bocchiardi brothers appear in a legal document
of the 9th of February 1461: R. Predelli, I Libri Commemoriali, 10 (libro xv) (Venice,
1876—1924), no. 73 (pp. 142—143) (1461, ind. IX, Febbraio|:

Istrumento di malleveria prestata ai tre giudici delegati nominati nel. n. 72 — i detti giudici
delegati e mediatori promettono che Venezia paghera ai due reclamanti 4500 ducati d’oro,
meta in cupo ad un anno, a titlo di dono grazioso. Tutti gli interessati dichiarano di approvare e
accettare da Troilo ed Antonio Buciardi (o Buzzardi) veneziani, a favore di Maurizio Cattaneo
e Nicolo Pizzamiglio, per 4300 ducati che verrebero rimborasti dai Buzzardi alla Signoria, se
i due genovesi non potessero ottenere dal governatore e dal consiglio degli anziani di Genova
Papprovazione del documento n. 72. Fatto testimoni ed atti come nel n. 72.
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For documents regarding the Bocchiardi brothers and Cataneo, cf. SF, Appendix IV,
nos. 15-17 (p. 635), and no. 29 (pp. 636, 637), respectively. Unlike Isidore we do not
know how these individuals escaped from the vicinity of Constantinople.

Isidore must have been well informed about the executions that were taking place, as
he had received information about them.Thus, he mentions the execution of the grand
duke, Loukas Notaras, without submitting any of the rumors that eventually accumu-
lated on this controversial figure (ct., e.g., SF, Appendix II [pp. 597—618], and on the
execution of Goudeles, cf. his letter to Bessarion 16 [not in CC 1]).

127 Henry of Soemmern 9 (pp. 128, 129); and CC 2: 94.

128
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Ibid.

Ibid., 9 (CC 2:94).

Letter by the “friend/familiaris” of Isidore (CC 1: 116): captus . . . incognitus duobus diebus
mansit in Thurcorum magno exercitu.

Henry of Soemmern 9 (CC 2: 94): incognitus mansit tribus diebus in magno exercitu Teu-
crorum . . . redemptus est pro C ducatis [Aeneas Sylvius Piccolomini, Tractatulus 12: tricentis
asperis| et vectus est in Peram.

Ibid., 9 (CC 2:94): vectus est in Peram mansitque absconditus VIII diebus fugiendo de domo in
domum occulte.

Ibid.: intravit galeas Tisrcorum, in quibus mansit tribus diebus incognitus . . . intravit Prusas.
Ibid.: intravit Prusas . . . usque ad quemdam locum dictum Focis. Deinde . . . ingressus quamdam
parvulam navem devenit Chyum, inde Cretam.

The specific date of Isidore’s arrival cannot be established with any accuracy. Henry of
Soemmern simply states that he was recovering in Crete on the 8th of July (CC 2:94):
inde Creta, in qua stabat, mediocriter valens, VIII Julii novissime praeteriti. The earliest letter
of Isidore is the one that he dictated to di Bertipaglia, which bears the dictation date of
the 6th of July. On the same day, as it is stated, Isidore composed his letter to Bessarion.
His letter to all Christians is dated the 8th of July (the original text in Greek has not
survived); so “the 8th of July” could be the date Isidore composed the text or it could
reflect the date that his Greek text was translated into Latin. His Latin report to the
Pope NicholasV bears the date of the 15th of July. The latest he could have arrived in
Crete would then be the 5th of July, that is, the day previous to when he dictated his
letter to di Bertipaglia.



6 Cretan interlude

1 Early propagandist

Numerous ships, individually and in assembled flotillas, escaped from the car-
nage during the sack of Constantinople. The largest contingent of vessels com-
prised a sizeable Venetian flotilla that made its way through the Aegean to the
island of Euboea and its port of Negroponte/Khalkis. From there dispatches
were sent to Venice to announce the fall of the imperial city. Their arrival trig-
gered major concern in Negroponte. Another smaller Genoese contingent of
seven craft probably conveyed Leonardo and the mortally wounded Giustini-
ani to Chios. Yet other boats, loaded with refugees, slowly made their way to
Candia in Venetian Crete. The Cretan ships that were present during the siege
and had defended the Golden Horn, under their commanders Antonios Philo-
mates, Sgouros,! and Hyalinas, also joined the exodus along with the Venetian
galleys. During the siege the Cretan crews had been stationed in the harbor to
assist the Venetian fleet in charge of the sea walls and the harbor. Perhaps some
crewmen had disembarked and had valiantly defended three towers, although
our testimony with the regard to this is late and may prove to be unreliable as
it originates with the elaborated text by Pseudo-Sphrantzes.? The three Cretan
ships that escaped with the Venetian flotilla reached Crete one month later, as
recorded by a scribe at the monastery of Ankarathos.” Other smaller contin-
gents must have also made their way to the Greek and Venetian possessions, thus
raising further alarm throughout the Aegean islands.*

At noon on the 29th of May, the Venetian flotilla set sail and made its escape.
The galley of Alvise Diedo was the lead ship and was followed by the galley of
Girolamo (Jeruolemo) Morozini (Morexini). A third galley proceeded under
the command of Dolfin Dolfin, but could only move with difficulty, for she
had lost 140 of her crew. She was followed by the galley of Gabriel Trevisano
(Trivixan/Trevixan), even though the Turks had captured him and another had
to command the vessel. Then came the three ships from Crete under Venier,
Philomates, and Hyalinas. A fourth galley from Crete under Grioni became
the single casualty.® She was seized by the Turks, but Barbaro® fails to provide
specific information on the incident. To this list of departing vessels we should
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add that of Sgouros and his ship. He too arrived in Crete a month later with the
other Cretan captains and their vessels.

In addition to the Venetian and Cretan vessels, there were seven Genoese
ships. Their captains also moved through the Dardanelles to the Aegean. All of
these craft were destined to be bearers of ill tidings to the western world. Yet
even before these ships brought confirmation of the fall of Constantinople,
rumors of doom had already spread throughout the Greek islands. Thus as early
as the 11th of June the Paduan Paolo Dotti in Candia dictated a letter, in which
he outlined his suspicion that the Greek capital had been taken.” His premo-
nition was confirmed exactly one month after the sack, when the three Cre-
tan ships with the numerous refugees on board finally reached Candia. Their
account of unbelievable grief spread throughout the town. On the evening of
the same day, Friday, the 29th of June, a scribe at the Monastery of Ankarathos
recorded his personal reaction to the event:®

&te <1> awvy’, iovviov k0", fuépa ¢, RAOav dwod v Kovoetavtvodmwoity
kapaplo tpio Kpnrikd, tod Zyodpov, 100 Yorwd, koi tod dihopdtov.
Léyovtec 8tieig v kO Tod Maiov pmvég, tiic dryiog @sodosiac uépatpitn,
dpo v e Npépag, EoéPfnoav oi dyapnvoi &g v Kovotavtivodmoly,
10 pwcdtov 10D Todprov tlalopmi Meepét, kai elwov 811 EméKTEVAY
w0V Paciréa tov kUp Kwvotavtivov tov Apdyoacwy kol ITodoroddyov.
Kol &yéveto oDV peydhn OATyig kol woArig KAawbuog eic v Kpimv
316 10 OANPepOV pvopo dwep MADE, dTL Yelpov TOVTOL OV Yéyovey obTe
yevioetat. kol K<vplog> 6 ®@<edg> éhencat Nudg, kol ATpdOceTaL Mg
TS PoPepdc avToD AWENTC.

In the y<ear> 1453, on the 29th of June, a Tuesday, three Cretan ships
arrived from Constantinople: they belonged to Sgouros, to Hyalenas, and
to Philomates. They said that on the 29th of the month of May (the day of
Santa Theodosia), a Tuesday, the descendants of Hagar [Turks], the army of
the Turkish ¢elebi [prince] Mehmed, entered Constantinople. They also said
that they killed the emperor, Constantine Dragas, also called Palaiologos.
There ensued much grief and a great deal of mourning on Crete, on
account of this grievous piece of news. Nothing worse than this has hap-
pened nor will happen. May the L<ord> our G<od> have pity on us and
deliver us from His terrible threat.

For many refugees the haven in Crete did not signal the end of their difticul-
ties. In fact, two of those captains who had reached Candia continued to feel
the impact of the fall of Constantinople in the next decade. Antonios Hyalinas
lost almost his entire fortune in the sack and was subsequently beset by debtors.
Such was his plight that the Venetian Senate attempted to alleviate his condi-
tion with an official decree, in view of his services during the siege. In 1456,
Antonios Philomates and his brother Markos were still in such financial strug-
gles that the Signoria also came to their rescue by generously allowing them to
purchase grain from Apulia and to transport it to Crete for sale.’
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More famous than either of the unfortunate captains was another refugee,
Cardinal Isidore, who also found his way to Crete at this time. He as well
made his way to Candia. Henry of Soemmern reports Isidore’s adventures in a
brief dated the 11th of September 1453.' The fall of the imperial city was felt
deeply by the inhabitants of Candia. It is quite possible that Isidore provided
an account of his impressions of the disaster to an assembly of local magistrates.
He may have even given a public recitation of the events of the siege and of
his adventures.!" He went on then to compose a series of long letters intended
to communicate the sad news to western Christendom. Meanwhile, the local
population went into heavy mourning. A formal lamentation on the sack, com-
posed by a Jewish resident of Candia, Michael ben Shabettai Kohen Balbo,
survives.'? His sentiments match the universal grief that is detected throughout
Europe immediately after the sack. As far away as London, the event is noted in
chronicles:" “Also in this yer, which was the yer of Ower Lord god MCCC-
CLijj was the cite of Constantyn the noble lost by the Cristen men, and wonne
by the Prynce of the Turkes named Mahumet.”

Candia clearly became a focal point and gathering place for the surviving
refugees. Numerous survivors with their families and noblemen, accompanied
by their entire household of service members, flocked to this immigrant center.
The arrival of such a large group must have taxed the resources of Candia,
whose authorities encountered the immense problems of feeding and housing
the refugees. Many had to be divided among the religious institutions. Certain
individuals, however, received more attention, because of their noble station, but
we know less about the treatment of the countless souls who were of the lower
social orders. Because of his important position and appointments, including
that of papal legate, Isidore was fortunate to receive exceptional treatment upon
his arrival and he was provided with a residence during his stay. It was at this
dwelling that Isidore took advantage of his favorable reputation among the
Italian humanists present in Candia and he began to issue a flood of letters that
are of historical importance. In addition, these letters served as propaganda, for
the efforts of Isidore were directed toward the Italian powers that, as he clearly
hoped, would result in a reaction, the launching of an old-fashioned crusade to
liberate Constantinople. Consequently, he composed a number of letters that
were then dispatched to Italy:

Letter 1, Epistola composita per Pasium de Bertipalia notarium ad instantiam rev-
erendissimi domini Isidori cardinalis Sabiniensis,*a letter put together by Pasio
di Bertipaglia, a notary, at the instigation of the most reverend Lord Isi-
dore, the cardinal of Sabina,” is dated the 6th of July 1453, from Crete:
Ex Candida insulae Cretae pridie Nonas Julii MCCCLIII. It was obviously
composed in Greek by the cardinal and was then translated into Latin by
Pasio di Bertipaglia.'*

Letter II is historically significant,'® for it contains a detailed description of
the siege and is devoid of propaganda. This dispatch, addressed to Bessa-
rion, contains pertinent material concerning the land operations of the
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defenders: Epistola reverendissimi patris domini Isidori cardinalis Ruteni scripta
ad reverendissimum dominum Bisarionem episcopum Tiusculanum ac cardinalem
Nicenum Bononiaeque legatum, “A Letter Written by the Most Reverend
Ruthenian Cardinal to the Most Reverend Lord Bessarion, the Nicene
Bishop of Tuscany and Legate to Bologna.” It bears the same date as the
previous letter: in Creta, die sexta Iulii. This meaningful letter was unsur-
prisingly composed in Greek, but the original with the Greek text has
vanished and we only possess its Latin translation by Lianoro de Lianori.'

Letter III is the only epistula of Isidore that scholars were aware of for a sub-
stantial period of time. It belongs more to the genre of propaganda than
to history, for it includes generalities intended to awaken Christendom
to take up arms against the Turks. It is exceptionally uninformative with
regard to the events of the siege. It is addressed to universis et singulis Christi
fidelibus, “to the universal and the individual faithful of Christ,” and is
dated the 8th of July, die octava Iulii. In its traditional printed form, this let-
ter 1s an abstract and not a verbatim citation of the manuscript text made
by Antonino, the archbishop of Florence, who, in his Chronicon, part III,
ch. 13, states: Haec in substantia sunt in litteris praedictis, etsi aliqualiter verba
immutata, “in substance these matters are to be found in the aforemen-
tioned letter, even though I have somewhat changed the phraseology.”
Antonino’s version is encountered in most printed editions that are not
directly taken from manuscripts but from his abstract. Moreover, the text
of this abstract was printed from a particularly unreliable manuscript."”
This was probably the best-known letter by Isidore' and it survives in
eight manuscripts of the fifteenth century and one of the seventeenth.

Letter IV to Pope Nicholas V is Isidore’s official report in his capacity as
papal legate to Constantinople. It contains a description of the siege in
abbreviated form. It is not as extensive as his Letter II to his friend Cardi-
nal Bessarion. Nevertheless, it includes important details that could be of
use to a historian interested in the siege. Like all his letters from this cru-
cial period, it appears to have been composed in Greek and then trans-
lated by an Italian humanist into Latin. It bears the date of the 8th of July:
die octava Iulii, as stated in the heading, but at the conclusion of the letter
the 15th of July is cited: Datum Cretae, die XV Julii."

Letter V (dated: the 26th of July, die 26 Julii) is addressed to Francesco Fos-
cari, the Doge of Venice, and adds nothing of importance to a discussion
of the operations during the siege. It has more value as a work of propa-
ganda and has more in common with Letter III.%

Letter VI, without a date cited anywhere in the manuscript, but probably
written on the 6th of July* to Cardinal Domenico Capranica. This let-
ter records generalities and cites the impact of the fall on the Aegean
region.?

Letter VII is addressed to the city and the authorities of Florence, Magnificis
dominis prioribus palatii et communitatis Florentinorum, and is dated the 7th
of July: Datae VII Iulii. It enumerates some atrocities committed during
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the sack and reports the alleged designs of Mehmed II for world domina-
tion. It further highlights the panic detected throughout the islands of the
Aegean after the fall.?

Letter VIII is addressed to the city of Bologna (ad communitatem Bonnoniae),
the see of Cardinal Bessarion, and is dated the 7th of July. Like Letter VII,
it considers the Turkish threat to Europe and provides no new informa-
tion on the siege.?

These letters and the views expressed therein by Isidore influenced the man-
ner in which the West assessed, in its attempt to comprehend the incomprehen-
sible, the monumental disaster that befell Constantinople and the new reality
that was emerging in the Levant. The western humanists attempted to interpret
this transformation in humanistic terms through a classical filter. Humanists
pointed out that the monumental struggle that had been played out in antiq-
uity and had often been described by ancient writers in an obsessive fashion
was now undergoing a process of revival, rising out of the ashes of the conflict
between the Occident and the Orient. It no longer took the form of “Greek
against Persian” or “Roman against Parthian.” Its fifteenth-century reincarna-
tion generalized Christian against Muslim and western Latin Christendom in
opposition to the Islamic Ottoman Empire. It amounted to a great deal more
than a struggle between competing religions. Indeed it was understood as a
struggle for survival, a war between conflicting ideologies competing to elim-
inate established ways of life through aggressive military encounters. In the
quattrocento the Turkish military machine engulfed, annexed, and absorbed all
remnants of the old and tired empire of the Byzantine Greeks, which had sur-
vived for over 1,100 years and had promulgated the fiction that Constantinople
and her Caesars had been the only direct heirs and only legitimate successors to
the Roman Empire. While the Byzantine Empire existed, it was a buffer zone,
although at times very thin, and was a demarcation line between Latin West
and Islamic East. Finally, the fifteenth century witnessed the elimination of this
buffer zone and Latin Europe came to face a depressing reality: sooner or later
there was to be direct conflict with the Ottoman Turks. Thus far the struggle
had been played out in the Aegean Sea region and the southern Balkans. When
the Turks launched raids deep into Hungary, Serbia, Transylvania, Bulgaria, and
Albania, the Italians began to take serious notice of this threat, which trans-
lated into real concern and panic among the northern Italian cities that had
maintained ties with the Orthodox Christian states in the east and awaited an
inevitable confrontation and an all-out war.

European humanists struggled to grasp the fall of Constantinople in a schol-
arly context. While the image of the Turk as a savage barbarian continued to
be employed in the contemporaneous literature, a few intellectuals attempted
to bring the Turks into the context of their humanistic sphere. And in time the
Turk was rehabilitated in some circles and was even welcomed into a world
familiar to humanists, as a long-lost relative. The Turks had already been per-
ceived as descendants of the ancient Trojans. And this notion gained widespread
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popularity after 1453. The mythical assimilation of the Turk into a descendant
of the ancient Trojans had been created in the late fourteenth century when the
West employed a Latinized term to designate a Turk, who thus became known
as not only Tircus but also as Teucrus. And Teucri was the term the celebrated
Vergil used in antiquity for the Trojans in his Aeneid. The Italians were not
unique in this scholarly transformation and assimilation of a newcomer into a
familiar ancient group, a term designated by humanists as €6vog. In the Middle
Ages the Byzantine Greeks themselves had employed classical terms, which no
longer made sense, to indicate contemporary ethnic groups. Thus in medi-
eval Greek literature, among the educated Byzantine Greeks, the Turks were
often styled as “Persians,” the Albanians as “Illyrians,” the Slavs as “Thracians,”
“Sarmatians,” and “Triballians,” the Mongols as “Scythians,” and the Hungar-
ians as “Pannonians.” While the term Teucrus gained momentum in the West, it
should be emphasized that not all humanists accepted this equation. Francesco
Filelfo and Nikolaos Sekoundinos, the latter a brilliant simultaneous Greco-
Italian translator of Latin into Greek and Greek into Latin during the Coun-
cil of Ferrara-Florence, continued, for instance, to employ the more accurate
phonetic approximation of Tiurci. The assimilation of Turk into Trojan became
more common after the fall of Constantinople, and it was in the very fall of
Byzantium that some humanists found another correlation. It was then said that
the Ottoman Turks avenged the sack of Troy that had taken place in antiquity
and that Mehmed II, the Turkish sultan, rectified the murder of Priam and his
family by the Achaean Greeks of the Bronze Age, when he plundered the capi-
tal of Byzantium.

2 Two major themes in Isidore’s letters from Candia

In the early literature on the fall, the conqueror of Constantinople, Sultan
Mehmed II Fatih, is frequently compared to the ancient Great King of Persia,
Xerxes, who had invaded Greece in 481—480 Bc, but, unlike the Ottoman sul-
tan, had met with disastrous consequences. This particular comparison between
the ancient Great King and the contemporary Ottoman sultan found appeal, as
we shall presently see, in the early accounts on the fall of Constantinople. These
accounts were composed by authors who interacted with each other and who
also enjoyed a considerable familiarity with classical Greek literature. Thus these
individuals created an early circle of eyewitnesses and humanists who exhibited
a strong interest in the fall of the Byzantine capital. They attempted to become
familiar with a contemporary disaster through the eyes of classical antecedents.
In addition, they were perhaps reminded of the fact that Xerxes had sacked
Athens before he was met with a naval defeat at Salamis. These humanists were
perhaps anticipative that Mehmed like Xerxes would lose the war, in spite of
the fall of Constantinople, which then would be recovered by the Christian
West in the near future. They envisioned and placed their hope in Christian
crusader armies, as the Athenians had recovered Athens after the Persian sack
in 480 BC.
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The earliest witness to produce a comparison between the Ottoman sultan
and the Persian Great King is Cardinal Isidore in his correspondence from
Crete. He did so in his letter to Bessarion. Specifically, Isidore compares the
floating bridge that the sultan had constructed in the course of the siege to
deny absolute command of Constantinople’s harbor to the Venetian defenders
and further to threaten the sea walls of the city to the bridge that Xerxes had
built across the Hellespont in order to transfer his army into Europe.?® Cardinal
Isidore returns to the same theme in his letter of the 8th of July to Pope Nich-
olas V. He further adds the observation that Mehmed’s bridge still remained
intact after the fall.*® Isidore was not unfamiliar with this comparison, as he had
already indicated in his youthful literary preferences an acute interest in ancient
Persia and the Perserei. He had been steeped in classical Greek literature and his
educational background was based on Attic Greek. In this comparison between
the sultan and the Great King, Isidore is closely followed in the statements of
Leonardo, who also produced a similar thought in the same context concern-
ing Mehmed’s famous bridge.”” Leonardo also furnishes a detailed descrip-
tion of the bridge, providing its specific dimensions and measurements.”® And
his numerous literary imitators closely emulated this prototype and ensured
the continuation of this comparison in humanistic literatures. Thus Leonardo
is paraphrased by Languschi-Dolfin,” Sansovino,™ and the Codex Barberinus
111 (but without the reference to Xerxes).*' Melissourgos-Melissenos also sup-
presses classical allusions and only provides a simple description of the bridge.*
It should be observed, nevertheless, that in the previous paragraph of his text,
Melissourgos-Melissenos does include some allusions to antiquity, when he
describes Mehmed’s transfer of his boats overland and over the hills of Pera,
and their launch into the Golden Horn. Perhaps the reference to Xerxes in the
sources that he had consulted encouraged him to allude as well to Cleopatra,
Augustus, and Niketas the Patrician.

Pusculo® also arrived at the same observation.** As we have previously noted,
Pusculo had traveled to Constantinople in order to perfect his Greek and was
then caught up in the storm of the monumental events of 1453. He was a
participant in the defense, and had seen, met, and even conversed with many
Italian and Greek defenders, whose activities, operations, and positions on the
walls he meticulously records in his work. During the sack Pusculo, like Isidore,
was captured by the Turks, as he himself records in a biographical couplet at
the end of his work. Pusculo appears to have spent a year in captivity before
he found his way to the island of Rhodes that was then protected by the
Order of the Knights of Saint John. From Rhodes Pusculo returned to Italy.
There he sought employment in the service of the influential cardinal of Santa
Croce and the bishop of Fermo, Angelo Capranica, who was a close friend of
Bessarion.” Capranica also had an interest in the events of the siege, as we can
gather from a paragraph in a letter that was written by Henry of Soemmern
with regard to the adventures of Isidore during the siege of Constantinople
and of his difficulties. Henry informs us of Capranica’s interests at the end of
his letter.*® Pusculo’s poem, however, is of the utmost value for the historian. It
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is unfortunate that this primary source document still awaits a modern editor.
Pusculo’s work was printed in the eighteenth century,® but that inferior edi-
tion used only the manuscript housed in Venice’s Marciana Library; the same
text, without improvements, was reprinted in the nineteenth century.®® The
reference to Xerxes in Leonardo echoes Isidore and items that the two clerics
discussed during the siege. Echoes of the comparison of the siege of 1453 sug-
gest that the Great King of Persia had been a subject of conversation among the
Greeks and that the comparison between the two potentates may actually date
back to the days of the siege.

In the late Palaiologan era, even John VIII, who had embarked upon an
ambitious program to strengthen the fortifications of Constantinople, in hap-
pier days was compared to Xerxes.”” Part of John’s project included repairs to
the moat along most of the length of the land fortifications, which had been
long overdue. Upon completion of work on the moat he received praise from
his contemporaries, who compared his achievement to other projects from
antiquity. For these efforts, John VIII was compared to Xerxes. Exactly when
the emperor instituted these renovations is unclear in the sources and the pre-
cise chronology itself remains elusive. An anonymous author of an encomium
cites a number of restorations that were undertaken and completed. This author
stresses the particular attention that was devoted to the moat that had been
long neglected.* The anonymous author does not state exactly when John
VIII initiated this renovation program. He presents a rather vague chronology
of events.”! In addition, a Greek panegyric composed by Isidore* himself also
provides a description of the moat.*

At an early age Isidore emerged as a copyist of ancient manuscripts. Thus
certain manuscripts of ancient works reproduced by his hand survive and
illustrate his interests. An example of his impressive calligraphy can be seen
in an exquisite codex that contains Manuel II's Funeral Oration on his brother
Theodoros I, the despot of the Morea/Peloponnese.** Notable among Isi-
dore’s intellectual interests* are his preferences for astrology* and the occult,
as evidenced by the Astrologika and Pseudo-Ptolemy,* for medicine,*® and for
rhetoric.*

There was an oracle in wide circulation among Greek intellectuals in the
decade prior to the siege. The forewarning itself purports to date to Xerxes’s
invasion of Greece in 480 BC and is attributed to the Delphic Pythia, but unlike
traditional Delphic oracles, its text’ is not written in meter but in archaic
prose. The last of its predictions refers to Constantine Palaiologos, who in his
capacity as despot of the Morea/Peloponnese in 1443 fortified the Isthmus of
Corinth, known as the Hexamilion. When Constantine fortified the Isthmus,
his achievement was hailed as a Herculean labor and numerous notables antici-
pated that the Turks would never be able to penetrate the Peloponnese. Con-
stantine’s project created quite a sensation that was echoed in contemporaneous
literature. He was congratulated by Bessarion, who sent him a warm letter, in
which he advised the despot to govern the Peloponnese efticiently and urged
him to achieve some autonomy for the peninsula.’’ Bessarion heartily approved
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of the fortification program.>* The oracle most probably was composed prior to
1446,% before the Turks overran the fortifications and the troops of Constan-
tine were routed, contrary to the oracle’s optimistic predictions.

Constantine’s fortification of the Hexamilion made its mark at the popular
level, since it helped to lay a foundation for a mythic aura about the person
of the despot. This predisposition of Constantine to attract folklore to himself
eventually accelerated after his death and mysterious “disappearance” on 29 May.
He became a very potent mythic figure in the folklore of the Greeks through-
out the period of the Turkish domination.** His myth fueled the hopes of the
enslaved Greeks during the following dark centuries, when the last emperor
of Greek Constantinople was transformed into a figure bearing a symbolism
equivalent to that of King Arthur, whose return and eventual reconstitution of
the lost “empire” were eagerly awaited. Even before his death, Constantine had
attracted his share of millennial lore and became the subject of oracular litera-
ture. Although he 1s not actually named in the versions of the Pythian prophecy
(which, after all, may have even existed before he repaired the fortifications,
but it was eventually attached to him), it is evident that the renovation of the
Hexamilion metamorphosed him into a Messianic figure, who was imagined to
deliver the Peloponnese from its relentless enemy.

A number of important personalities took interest in this popular oracle, as
the manuscript tradition of the oracle’s text testifies.”® Significantly, one version
that has survived was written by the hand of Toannes Dokeianos,*® a second by
the hand of Cyriacus of Ancona, and a third notable version (with extensive
commentary) by the hand of Isidore.” The part of this oracle that refers to
Constantine concludes with a prediction to the effect that a Fury (“a bronze-
legged Erinys”) will destroy the might of the enemy and the Isthmus will be
fortified.”® Isidore provides his own exegesis of these enigmatic lines:*

ToUTEOTIV EAgDoETOl AOTOIG 1 SVVOULG 1] AVTO@WOSOTIKY TOV KOK®V, 1
ioYVPOVE WOONG Kol WOAAOVG EYOoVG0. Kol XEIPUG Opoims, Kol KoToBorel
t®v Tovpkmv v dvvopy, dtov dEEntatl 6 Aydv oTéPavov, fiyovv dtav
TWAVTOL Kol OTEPOVAVTAL Ol OTPOTIATOL &V TQ TOAEU® Kol Ol TNV
TNV Kol TOV 6TEPAVOV ¥EMGL Ol GTPATIDTAL TO oipoTo adTAY EVKOAMG
mvikadto otoetotl 10 év E&apili telyog ioyupov kol appayés. 10
yop worotov ol "EAAnveg tovg dyovilopévoug &v 1@ ToBud oo witvog
gotepavouv domep ol Apyeiot d1d oelivov kol Olvpwmioct St EAaiog kol
ot Aghpoi d1a pnAéog KAGSO01G.

They will become strong again to retaliate with a strength possessing
many feet and arms and will destroy the might of the Turks, when the con-
test receives its crown, that is, when the soldiers are honored and crowned
in war and easily pour out their blood for the sake of honor and the crown
[of victory]. At that time the Hexamilion wall will be strong and impreg-
nable. In antiquity the Hellenes crowned the athletes at the Isthmian games
with pine, as the Argives used celery; at Olympia olive branches were used,;
and at Delphi apple branches.
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More pertinent for our purposes is the introduction that Isidore supplies in
his exegesis of this “Delphic oracle,” as he makes explicit mention of Xerxes:

&v 11 wOAel Toivov AAQ®V AWOMOVL VEOC GVEITO, &V O Kai TOig
“"EMAnov ava téttopa £tehelto T £TN peyain Kol Aapmpd Kol €5 avT@dv
€poitav kol amapyotd avetibevto kai dekdtal t@ [Mubim. &v Exeiveo kol
Yahicodg v Tpiwovg Kkod k6pn TI¢ VmoKaONEVT ToD VE®D TOIC AdVTOIG Kol
KGtoY0G TEAODGO T@ S0iptovi TOIG EPOTACL TO LOVIEOUATO WPOUAEYE, TO
pev EEoHETP® TOV®, TAL & 0VTOGL KATOAOYAdN V. GAA" dwdte On E€pEng,
ZépEnc éxelvog, éotpdtevoe katd tfg EAAGdoc, év toig Tobpod Goot
&M IMehomwovvnoiny 40potcbivies, Gv AaKedapOVIOL TO KEQEAMLOV, TO
wpdTov teryilovot tov Tobpov 1@ eoPw 100 PapPdpov wpoineBévteg
(obte yap 10 mp@TOV 0T GYpt TOD VOV 6TPATOV EKIVIGE TIG KOl KOThL YTV
T060DTOV Kol Kotd OGAacoaV). WEUTEWY TOIVUV EKEIVOL WELGOUEVOL TOD
Awolwvog, elmep 6 kotd Tov ToOuov wepiBolog. Ocompdmovg oipat
EKAAOVV TOVG AQIKVOREVOLS €l Tf] mevoel, dte on wpéwovtag £ml i
wevoeL 1¢) 06, EpmTOdGIV 0VY THVIKADTO, T0 & avtoic 1) TTubio ypel.

There was a temple dedicated to Apollo in the city of Delphi, where
the Hellenes celebrated an important, illustrious, and well-known festival
every four years. All cities offered public sacrifices and sent representative
priests to attend and to offer first fruits and tithes to the Pythian god.They
had a bronze tripod there and there was a maiden who had access to the
innermost chambers of the temple. She was possessed by the god and gave
oracles to those who asked. Some were in the form of a hexameter, others
in plain speech. And when Xerxes (that famous Xerxes) invaded Hellas,
those Peloponnesians who had gathered at the Isthmus (the Spartans being
the most important), were the first to fortify the Isthmus, for they were in
fear of the barbarian (no one, up to the present time, has mobilized so many
land forces and such a great fleet). They sent for Apollo’s advice with regard
to the defensive perimeter at the Isthmus. I believe that those who went to
inquire of the god’s opinion were termed “god-questioners.” They asked
and Pythia answered.

It can thus be demonstrated that Isidore had already developed an intellectual
interest in Xerxes, whose deeds and name he had come upon while research-
ing sources to interpret the oracle,” in addition to his familiarity with the
Great King and Persia from the days when he was a young scholar immersed in
classical studies. It is not that surprising then that the achievements of Xerxes
sprang to his mind during the siege. He had already familiarized himself with
this figure and was probably acquainted with the notion that John VIII’s repairs
of the moat had also earned that emperor a comparison with the ancient Great
King.!

Isidore also contributed, and most likely initiated, in the contemporary
literature dealing with the fall of Constantinople another theme, which is
subsequently picked up in numerous accounts. Mehmed II Fatih becomes a
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comparable figure to Alexander the Great, the best-known ancient figure in
the medieval Levant.®> The comparison would have been inevitable, as the mag-
nitude of the disaster deeply affected the terrified Christian population of the
Balkans and the Aegean region.® Isidore himself, on 8 July, dispatched a letter
to all Christians, in which he indicated the fright that Mehmed was already
initiating new activities and supposed preparations to continue his conquests
immediately after his sack of Constantinople.®*

Besides Isidore, the earliest comparison on record is that of the 11th of June,
Candiae, XI Junii <1453>, between the sultan and the ancient Macedonian
king and is provided by the Paduan lawyer Paolo Dotti (Missiva domini Pauli
de Dotis, juris utriusque interpretis, olim ordinarii Paduae, relegati in Candiam, nar-
rans de expugnatione civitatis illustris Constantinopolitanae), who was a resident of
Crete at that time. Dotti was a friend of Lauro Quirini®® and composed a short
account of the fall of Constantinople, which he wrote before Isidore initiated
the torrent of his own letters to the west. Dotti characterizes the sultan as “a
new Alexander”:* Omnes istinc Christianorum partes de huiusmodi afflictione timent,
quia huic pagano terribili pro Alexandro altero nuncupato coniuncta est voluntas pessima
et potestas maxima, “‘every Christian region has been so afflicted with fear. This
terrible infidel (nicknamed a new Alexander) possesses a most frightening will
and the greatest might.”

The earliest mention that Isidore makes of a correlation between Alexander
and the Ottoman sultan was in his letter of the 6th of July (in Creta, die sexta Iulii
anno Domini MP CCCC LIIP) to Bessarion (ad reverendissimum dominum Bisa-
rionem episcopum Tisculanum ac cardinalem Nicenum Bononiaeque legatum), which
we have previously examined in connection with the siege.®’ It is in this letter
that we encounter his first attempt to link Alexander the Great and Mehmed
II, who, Isidore claims, was making hasty preparations to launch the invasion
for his next target, Italy. This correspondence is an initial expression of his
propaganda:®® et haec tu quidem vera puta, ego futura non dubito, Alexandri siquidem
vitam quotidie audit arabice, graece et latine, “and take this as the truth. I do not
doubt what will happen: daily he hears the life of Alexander in Arabic, Greek,
and Latin.” Isidore pursues this comparison in his letter dated the 7th of July
(Dat<a>e VII Iulii MCCCCLIII) that was addressed: Magnificis dominis prioribus
palatii et communitatis Florentinorum,“the exalted lord priors of the palace and of
the community of Florence,” in which he further adds a humanistic note that
the sultan’s cruelty surpasses that of Thyestes.®” Verbal echoes from this letter
appear in the text of another communication (dated the 26th of July [1453]: die
26 Julii), which the cardinal addressed to the “Glorious Doge of Venice, Franc-
esco Foscari” (inclito duci Venetiarum Isidorus miseratione divina sacrosancta Romanae
ecclesiae episcopus Sabinus cardinalis Rutinensis appelatus).”” These are his earliest
citations and comparisons on record. The nucleus of them seems to originate
with Isidore and his fellow humanists on Crete. This comparison finds further
appeal in the humanistic circles of the West and was then taken up by others
in their narratives. With time, the comparison that originated with this literary
circle in Crete was further elaborated and was widely imitated in the West.
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A famous member of the cardinal’s circle on Crete was Lauro Quirini, who
had conversed with Isidore about the operations of the siege. Quirini also
found a place in his narrative (finished on the Ides of July, that is, the 15th of
July: data Candidae, Idibus Iulii 1453) to assert that Mehmed thought of himself
as “the modern Alexander”: hic ex diversis signis et iudiciis in tantam superbiam
exultatus est, ut non dubitet dicere regem Alexandrum Macedoniae admirandum cum
minori potentia subiuga<vi>sse totum orbem,*he [sc. Mehmed II] is so arrogant and
from many indications so proud that he does not hesitate to say that the famous
king, Alexander of Macedon, had conquered the whole world with a smaller
army [than his own].” Quirini further adds that the sultan was an avid reader of
Arian’s history of the Macedonian king,”" echoing the statements of Isidore that
the sultan was familiar with multi-lingual texts on the life of Alexander: quam ob
rem sese principem orbis terrarum gentiumque omnium, id est alterum Alexander, et esse
et dici vult. Unde et Arianum, qui res gestas Alexandri diligintissime scripsit, quotidie
ferme legere consuevit,“he thinks of himself as the prince of the entire world and
of all nations and that he is another Alexander. He wishes to be so styled. Con-
sequently, he daily, as a rule, reads avidly Arian, who wrote a detailed account
of the deeds of Alexander.”

Quirini’s narrative, which is based on the information the author received
from Isidore and from other unnamed refugee sources, constitutes the earliest
and longest account of the siege by a humanist who was not an eyewitness, but
had obtained oral information from survivors. His narrative also furnishes very
early observations and details on Ottoman strategy and tactics, especially with
regard to the Turkish final assault of 2829 May. Moreover, it was perhaps in
conversations with Isidore that the name of Nero was invoked, for both Isidore
and Quirini cite the Roman emperor in their accounts of the siege. Isidore
refers to Nero as an example of cruelty in his letter to the doge and to the com-
munity of Florence. Nero also appears in the narrative of Lauro Quirini, again
as an example of cruelty:’* etenim, quis Nero tam saevus, ut hoc horribile flagellum
ad Christianum exstirpandum,“who was as cruel as Nero, such a horrible scourge
intended to eliminate Christians.” Quirini returns to Alexander once more in
his account but he does not make a comparison to the sultan. In this instance,
he urges the pope to take up the struggle against the Turks and he is attempting
to inspire him with examples from antiquity, citing such well-known figures
who were familiar to the humanists as Scipio, Julius Caesar, Aemilius Paulus,
and Pompey the Great, in addition to Alexander.”” Once more, the pope was
a humanist with unquestionable interests in antiquity and Isidore also took
advantage of the pope’s intellectual proclivities to cast the disaster of Constan-
tinople in terms that humanists, in general, would appreciate and thus rekindle
the embers for a western crusade to recover the Byzantine capital.

Leonardo also was an ecclesiastic with strong humanistic tendencies and was
well known among the active lovers of antiquity during the quattrocento.” He
was familiar with the comparison between Mehmed and Alexander, probably
through his association with Isidore during the siege, but chose not to make
frequent use of the association in his narrative. He compares the sultan to the
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Macedonian king once, in connection with the sultan’s crucial council, during
the course of which Mehmed was persuaded by his advisors to launch the final
assault and to abandon all thought of a projected withdrawal. In Leonardo’s nar-
rative, the young sultan makes his decision to launch the attack and compares
himself to Alexander the Great.” Languschi-Dolfin follows his prototype, but
also inserts after the name the description “the Macedonian.””® Significantly,
Makarios Melissourgos-Melissenos makes no reference to Alexander,”” while
the text of the early seventeenth-century follower of Leonardo, the anony-
mous author of the Codex Barberinus 111, presents a more faithful paraphrase
of Leonardo’s text (or perhaps it derives from Sansovino’s Italian translation of
Leonardo’s Latin account).”

Leonardo also explains the origins of the Janissaries,”” which he attributes
to the peculiar Ottoman institution of the “devsirme,” or wodopndlmpa, the
“child tribute” collected from Christian subjects in the Balkans and Asia Minor
to form the dreaded corps of the sultan:® inter quos pedites ad regis custodiam
deputati audaces, qui ab elementis christiani aut christianorum filii retrorsum conversi,
dicti genizari, uti apud Macedonem Myrmidones, quasi quindecim milia, “among his
infantry are the most fearsome who have been selected to be the king’s [sul-
tan’s| bodyguard. They were Christians when they were little or have Christian
origins, but they were converted [to Islam] and are called Janissaries, as were
the Myrmidones with the Macedonian. They are as many as fifteen thousand.”
Languschi-Dolfin closely emulates Leonardo.®!

Nikolaos Sekoundinos also produces a description of the character of the
sultan in one of his speeches that he pronounced in early 1454. During the
previous summer of 1453, Sekoundinos had visited the Porte on behalf of
the Serenissima and probably had an opportunity to observe Mehmed II, with
whose officials he had been negotiating for the release of the remaining Vene-
tian prisoners that had been captured during the sack.*> Sekoundinos was one
of the earliest western visitors to come to Constantinople after the fall. In his
work, he states that the sultan was an avid reader of ancient history and was
especially interested in Sparta, Rome, and Carthage. But of particular interest
to the sultan, according to Sekoundinos, were Alexander the Great and Julius
Caesar, whose examples he wished to emulate:*

Tenet praeterea duos medicos, quorum alter latine, later graece est eruditus. Hic famil-
iarissime utitur eorumque ductu veteris historiae cognitionem habere voluit, neque
visus est Lacedaemoniorum, Atheniensium, Romanorum, Carthaginiensium alio-
rumque regum et principum rebus festis accommoda<vi>sse animum, Alexandrum
Macedonem et Gaium Caesarem praecipue sibi imitandos delegit, quorum res gestas
in linguam suam traduci effecit; in quibus legendis vel audiendis mirum delectatur
in modum. Aemulationem enim gloriosa quadam illis se parem conatur ostendere,
gloriaeque at laudis studio inflammari videtur atque ardere.

He has in his service two physicians, one of them is versed in Latin and
the other in Greek. He has become extremely familiar with ancient his-
tory and desires such knowledge. He seems to have accommodated his
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disposition to the deeds of the leaders of the Lacedaemonians, the Atheni-
ans, the Romans, and the Carthaginians. He especially chooses to imitate
the Macedonian Alexander and Julius Caesar, whose histories he has taken
care to translate into his language. He finds great pleasure in reading or
hearing their histories. He attempts to demonstrate that he is their compet-
itor, equal to them, and burns with desire to match their glory and praises.

Sekoundinos’s passage exercised considerable influence on subsequent lit-
erature and helped to formulate the standard western literary portrait of the
Ottoman sultan. An echo from his text appears to be present in an account
that was added to an original business-like report on the siege operations that
had been composed soon after the sack by the Florentine Giacomo Tetaldi,*
in which Augustus is added to the list of Caesar and Alexander, as the sultan is
again portrayed as an avid reader of ancient history:

Narrantibus his qui cum principe Tisrcorum aliquando conversati sunt . . . invenitur
et eius statum optime noverant constat illum fuisse tunc temporis viginti trium cir-
citer annorum. Ferunt quoque ipsum plus quam dici vel cogitari possit, delectari in
humani sanguinis effusione. Propter quod invenitur anhelo quotidie stragem sitiens,
ambition indefesse studens, damnantiones ardenter affectans, nella continue desid-
erans, discordias infatigabiliter fovens, triumphos modibus omnis amans, principa-
tum totius orbis affectuosissime diligens, immo plusquam Alexander Magnus, Iulius,
vel Augustus, vel alii quique potentes imperatores huius mundi. Aestimat denique
maiorem et ampliorem virtutem et potentiam se habere quam omnes qui fuerunt
ante ipsum; quapropter coram se recitari facit annales historias temporum antiquo-
rum, quatenus ex is posset latius de singulis informari, ut tandem pervenire posset
ad Venetos et Romanos et notitiam de duce Mediolanensi ac eius potentia haberet.

Those who have, at some point, conversed with the prince of the Turks
and know his circumstances very well are in agreement that he is about
twenty-three years old. They also say that more than can be expressed or
thought of, he delights in shedding human blood. And so it is concluded
that he eagerly thirsts for slaughter daily, that he is full of ambition, that he
enthusiastically applies punishment, that he constantly desires war, that he
loves triumphs of all sort, and that he thrives to create a world empire that
will surpass those of Alexander the Great, of Julius [Caesar], of Augustus, or
of any other powerful emperors throughout the world. He thinks that his
power and strength surpass all of those who have preceded him. Accord-
ingly, he has historical annals from antiquity recited in his presence, for he
wishes to be informed in detail about individual events, with the objective
of extending his power to Venice and Rome and also to be noticed by the
duke of Milan.

Later in 1453 Nicolo Tignosi da Foligno composed an account titled Expug-
natio Constantinopolitana. This work is in fact an appendix to a letter that he
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addressed to a friend and furnishes extensive observations on the personality
of Mehmed II, and he comments on the international situation following the
fall.® His information derives from an otherwise unknown eyewitness from
Perugia, probably a merchant, who managed to conceal himself during the
sack and subsequently escaped, as he reports.*® The inevitable comparison of
Mehmed II to Alexander, which first appeared in the compositions of Isidore,
also appears in Tignosi’s account. However, this author has included, for added
effect, the figure of the Roman emperor Caligula:®” Quasi novus Caligula ter-
rorem respicientibus incutit moribusque dicitur antiquorum studere <in> historiis et
illorum facinora cum admiratur, se Alexandrum Macedonem superaturum aestimat, et
Caesarem Octaviumque imitaturus firmissime credit se posse toto orbe potiri, “like a
new Caligula, he has infused terror in all witnesses and is said to have studied
ancient histories and to have admired the crimes of the ancients. He estimates
that he has surpassed Alexander the Macedonian and that he is about to emu-
late Caesar Octavius [Augustus]. His firm belief is that he will assume control
of the whole world.”

Languschi-Dolfin makes a similar comparison in a section of his work that is
independent of the Latin® narrative of Leonardo, by which he has occasioned
a notable debate among scholars. Languschi-Dolfin states® that Mehmed II
adopted Alexander the Great as his idol. Moreover, he suggests that a companion
of Cyriacus of Ancona® and another Italian read daily to the sultan the works
of Diogenes Laertius, Herodotus, Livy, Quintus Curtius, the papal chronicles,
and the chronicles of the emperors, of the kings of France, and of the Lombards.
In another section, independent from Leonardo’s narrative, Languschi-Dolfin
again makes mention of Alexander and Caesar in comparison to Mehmed, and
at this juncture Hannibal is also added to the distinguished company.”!

Thus, based on Isidore’s early propaganda, a tale took form, which states that
Mehmed II Fatih enthusiastically devoured ancient texts, whose heroes and
protagonists, both good and bad, he strove to emulate. This legend enjoyed a
wide circulation among humanists. Because of the classical precedents estab-
lished by Isidore,” it was unquestionably accepted and disseminated through-
out Italy. Aeneas Silvius Piccolomini also mentions it in his letter” (dated the
18th of July) to the famous philosopher, Cardinal Nicholas of Cusa: et quamvis
est natura barbarus abhorretque literas, gesta tamen maiorum cupide audit, ac Iulium
Caesarem, et Alexandrum Magnum omnibus anteponit, quorum illustria facta super-
are posse confidit atque contendit; nec se minus aptum ad subingendum orbem dicit,
“although he is a barbarian by nature and hates literature, nevertheless he avidly
listens to the deeds of the ancients and prefers, above all, those of Julius Caesar
and of Alexander the Great, whose illustrious deeds he challenges and is con-
vinced that he will surpass. He says that he is an equal to them and that he will
conquer the world.”

Influence from the propaganda of Isidore can be detected as late as the 1470s.
One of the last quattrocento humanists to produce an account on the fall of
Constantinople was Adamo di Montaldo.” His text in several sections reveals
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echoes of this earlier propaganda. Thus Montaldo discusses the supposed inter-
ests of the sultan in literature and these familiar themes reappear:”

Literarum curam continuam gerit. Habet enim Arabem, quotidianum sibi famil-
iarem, quondam peritum philosophia virum. . . . Praeterea duorum physicorum, alte-
rius graece, alterius latine peritorum, domesticam sibi conversationem effecit. Horum
trium virorum opera historiarum veterum novam quidem habet cognitionem perpla-
cuit. Lacedaemonios et Carthaginenses, resque celebriter ab iis gestas exigui pendens,
Gaji Caesaris atque Alexandri Magni morem, . . . complectitur. . . . Amborum gesta
in asiaticam linguam converti.

He shows interest in literature, as he daily keeps close to himself an Arab
well versed in philosophy. . . . Moreover, he converses with two physicians:
one is an expert in Greek and the other in Latin. He delights to gain the
knowledge of the three men on ancient history. He embraces the accom-
plishments and the glorious deeds of the Spartans and the Carthaginians,
and the character of Julius Caesar and that of Alexander the Great. ... He
has translated their histories into his Asiatic language.

Adamo di Monaldo returns to similar thoughts with a humanistic emphasis at
the conclusion of his narrative.” He was clearly influenced by the humanistic
topos that had been formalized by the time he wrote his composition.

It may be concluded that Isidore reinforced, if he did not actually originate,
a topos that would have been a welcome observation to humanists of the early
R enaissance, enforcing their view of the value of the classics in their attempt to
understand the circumstances of their world through the filter of antiquity. Alex-
ander the Great himself, a keen student of Homer, was reputed to have Hom-
er’s works at hand throughout his campaigns in Asia, as the thirteenth-century
bishop of Thessalonike, the learned Eustathios, had noted in his commentaries
to Homer.” Perhaps the mere comparison of the sultan to the Macedonian
king would have evoked the notion of the conqueror-student of literature and
would have encouraged such speculation among humanists. In addition, as we
have observed, Mehmed had a genuine interest in Alexander,” with whom he
may have been familiar through other oriental and medieval tales and romances,
such as the Iskendername by Ahmedi (who had been a member of the Porte of
Sultan Murad II). Kritoboulos states that when Mehmed visited Athens on the
occasion of its formal annexation to the Porte (August 1459), he took time to
tour the antiquities, in which he showed great interest.” Finally, Aeneas Silvius’s
letter to Nicholas of Cusa also makes reference to Alexander the Great’s visit
to Troy and to the supposed tomb of Achilles:'" senserat haec Alexander Macedo,
qui cum in Sigeo sepulchrum vidisset Achillis. O fortunate, inquit, adolescens, qui tuae
virtutis praeconem Homerum inveneris, “ Alexander the Macedonian felt this way,
when he saw the tomb of Achilles in Sigeum. He said: ‘O young man, you were
fortunate to find Homer to be the singer of your excellence!””

This notion is also linked to the humanistic idealistic view that the Turkish
sultan was a modern avenger of ancient injustices and that Constantinople’s fate
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had been dictated by the atrocities that had been committed by the Achaean
Greeks upon Troy and the Trojans in the Bronze Age.'” In the imagery of the
modern Trojan/Turk avenging the fate of Troy, Filippo da Rimini, the Venetian
Chancellor at Corfu, compiled an early account of the fall of Constantinople
by the end of that year and incorporated his composition in a letter he sent to
Francesco Barbaro.!”> Da Rimini portrays Mehmed II employing vengeance as
his motive for the siege and sack of Constantinople.'®

It is quite possible that Mehmed eventually took advantage of this Trojan
fiction, as there are hints in our Greek sources that he may have used the
Trojan-Turk equation to his benefit. The humanistic tale that began with the
comparison of the sultan to Alexander and then moved on to attract Troy and
other similar powerful images from antiquity must have reached the Levant and
may have even enjoyed a limited circulation within the Porte. At least by the
time Mehmed’s Greek biographer, Kritoboulos, wrote, it seems that the sultan
had availed himself of such humanistic comparisons and had presented himself
as the just avenger of the sack of Troy, duplicating the actions of Alexander the
Great, by visiting the tomb of Achilles, exactly as the Macedonian king had
been reputed to have done.'™

3 Religious propaganda and military strategy

While a large part of Isidore’s propaganda seems to have been addressed to
Italian humanists (as should be expected given the large circle of humanists
in Candia and friends in Italy), the cardinal did not divorce himself from his
ecclesiastical position and in some ways his propaganda is also interspersed with
themes that address his more conservative Christian colleagues. In this mode,
Isidore puts on the robe of an old-fashioned crusader and addresses the Otto-
man conquest of Constantinople in religious overtones that would be more
familiar to readers who had not yet been baptized into the humanistic sphere.
In his letter to Bessarion, Isidore only makes mention of the atrocities commit-
ted during the sack with special emphasis on the fate of ecclesiastical objects,
but he does not address the need for future crusades and maintains a discreet
distance from ecclesiastical eschatology.'” While Isidore preserves the histo-
rian’s role and the humanistic reference in his letter to the pope,'” as Nicholas
V was a recognized humanist with considerable interest in ancient Greek texts,
at the conclusion of his letter Isidore does evoke a biblical atmosphere with his
citation of the fall of Jerusalem and the role of Nebuchadnezzar. In the con-
cluding sentence, he indicates that he is formulating a plan, which, no doubt,
would have included a call for a crusade to counter the Islamic threat presented
by the Ottoman Turks.'"”

As should be expected, the letter he wrote to all “the faithful in Christ”
opens with a biblical allusion:'® “audite haec omnes gentes, auribus percipite omnes
qui habitatis terram,” David propheta ait in sui praefatione psalmi,**‘hear, all nations.
All who inhabit the earth listen, David the Prophet asserted in his preface to
the Psalms.” In contrast to the factual information encountered in his historical
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accounts, this letter proceeds through themes which characterized Mehmed 11
as the precursor of the Antichrist'® with links to the prophet Mohammed, and
points out the sultan’s presumed plans for world domination, emphasizing his
alleged aversion toward Christianity. In other letters he describes Mehmed II as
“Satan’s son”"? and “Beelzebub,”""! while he also retains his humanistic com-
parisons of the sultan as a new Alexander of Macedon (but omits Xerxes). In a
letter to Francesco Foscari, the Doge of Venice, Isidore, as an ecclesiastic, associ-
ates the army of Mehmed with the devil:''"? intravit itaque nequam ille canis cum
suo damnabili exercitu Satanae in sanctam illam civitatem tanquam leo rugens, “that
dog with his cursed Satanic army entered that holy city as if he were a roaring
lion.” Then to indicate the sultan’s aversion towards all Christians, Isidore adds
a personal thought with an original observation, to which he returns in other

religious polemics:'"?

Ille . . . et maxime ferro et suppliciis christianos macerat et affligit, volens totaliter
nomen Christi de terra delere; tantum enim alit odium et abhominationem et iracun-
diam contra Christianos, quod, cum ipse inspexerit suis oculis christianum, existi-
mans se maxime deturpatum fore et sordidatum, proprios oculos abluit et abstergi.

That man . . . attacks and butchers Christians with sword and torture,
in his will to wipe out the name of Christ irrevocably from the earth.
Such hatred, abhorrence, and wrath does he nourish against Christians; he
believes that he has been so defiled and polluted when he personally sees a
Christian that he washes and purges his eyes.

The same thought reappears in his letter to the city of Bologna:''* hic Beel-
zebub tamquam Christi flagellum et abominatio s<a>eculi tanta iniquitate, tanta
immanitate tantaque impietate odit Christianos, ut terreat, dum videt Christianum,
contamina<vi>sse proprios oculos, et lavat se a macula,“this Beelzebub [sc. Mehmed
II], as if he were a scourge of Christ and an eternal abomination, hates Chris-
tians with such injustice,'” such savagery, and such disrespect, that, after he has
laid eyes upon a Christian, he fears that he has been contaminated and washes
his eyes to remove the stain.” He includes the very same observation in his let-
ter to the pope:"® tantum enim habet odium et abhominationem in eos, ut cum oculis
Christianos perspexit, proprios oculos abluit et abstergit, quasi visione sua foedatus sit,
“to look upon a Christian he considers an abomination and he subsequently
washes and cleanses his eyes to rid himself of the pollution.”

That is Isidore’s personal contribution to his otherwise standard descriptions
of the monstrosity of the “infidel” sultan.

These characterizations can be summarized as follows, as they are standard
and can be matched by similar sentiments expressed by others, who were either
survivors or had been informed about the propaganda that had been initiated
soon after the fall:""”

1 In the di Bertipaglia Latin translation (of the 6th of July), Isidore describes
the sultan as follows: Teucrorum rabido principe et christiani nominis acerrimo
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prosecutor, “the mad prince of the Turks and the most energetic prosecu-
tor of Christians”; and again:''® huius perfidi tyrannicam potentiam et innatam
superbiam . . . sua barbara saevitia comminatur christianum nomen radicitus extir-
pare, ““a disloyal man with tyrannical power and native arrogance . .. who
threatens with his barbaric savagery to eradicate totally the Christians.”

In the Lianoro Latin translation of Isidore’s letter to Bessarion (the 6th
of July), beyond the comparison of Mehmed to Xerxes with his bridge
and his impression that the sultan listened daily to accounts of the deeds
of Alexander the Great, there is nothing derogatory about the nature of
the character of the sultan. Perhaps we should go so far as to suggest that
Isidore, at a certain level, felt some admiration for the military accomplish-
ments of the sultan. In his role as a historian, Isidore refrains from using
derogatory terms that belong to the genre of propaganda.

In his letter addressed to all Christians, Isidore uses very strong terminology
to describe Mehmed II:'"

praecursor veri Antichristi, Turcorum princeps et dominus, servus autem tot dae-
moniorum, quot vitiorum, cujus nomine est Mahumet, inimicus crucis Christi,
haeres rei et nominis illius primi pseudoprophetae, et latoris legis spurcissimae
Agarenorum, filius Satanae omnium flagitiosissimus; qui furiis invectus et
insania, sanguinem Christianorum sine intermissione sitit; nec exstingui valet
eius sitis post eorum innumeras caede.

He is the precursor of the true Antichrist this prince and lord of
the Turks. Indeed, he is the servant of countless demons and vices.
His name is Mehmed and he is the enemy of Christ’s cross. He is
the heir and the namesake of the pseudo-prophet Mohammed and
honors the most foul laws of the sons of Hagar [Muslims]. He is the
most obscene son of Satan, who, driven by fury and madness, thirsts,
without restraint, for Christian blood. Nothing can satisty this thirst
except countless acts of slaughter.

In the next paragraph, Mehmed is hic nefandus tyrannus nominibus blasphe-
miae plenus, “this criminal tyrant is full of all the names of blasphemy.”'*
Towards the conclusion of this letter, Isidore returns to the “enemy of
Christendom” theme:'?! illis atrocissimis rebus non contentus callidissimus et
cruentissimus Mahometus, Christicolarum summus inimicus,“with these extreme
atrocities he was not satisfied, this most bloody and most fervent Mehmed,
the greatest enemy of Christians.” He concludes by referring to the sultan
and his armies as ipsum Satanam cum satellitibus suis,*Satan himself with his
accomplices.”!?

In his formal letter to the pope, the cardinal exhibits restraint and produces
a factual account of the siege. We have already encountered the few refer-
ences to Mehmed in this letter.!®

We have also discussed the references that are included in Isidore’s letter to
the Venetian Doge, Francesco Foscari.'*
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6 Isidore’s personal letter to Cardinal Domenico Capranica contains no ref-
erences to Mehmed II. It simply expresses Isidore’s depressive state over
the fall and speaks of the terror that has seized the Aegean world and the
Levant. At the very end of the letter, Isidore provides a reference to a cer-
tain “Fra Giovanni,”'® who presumably carried his letter to Capranica. Is
it plausible that Fra Giovanni was the personal emissary of Isidore, respon-
sible for carrying all the letters of Isidore to Italy from Candia? Henry of
Soemmern tells us that Capranica had accumulated many letters of Isidore.
Could they have been copied from the originals brought by Fra Giovanni?

The statement of Henry is as follows:'*

<alia [sc. epistula] domini cardinalis> Ruthenis, qui de hac re unam papae,
aliam domino cardinali Firmano [Capranica]; tertia<m>que patens erat omni-
bus Christifidelibus. Et ex duabus aliis scriptis domino Firmano (quorum unam
scripsit ipse agens, familiaris et domesticus dicti cardinali Rutheni, aliam vicarius
ordinis minorum provinciae Candiae). Quarum omnium copias habeo, ex copiis
domini Firmani,

Another [sc. letter] was written by the lord Cardinal of Ruthenia
[Isidore], who sent one report to the pope and another to the lord
cardinal Firmano [Capranica], while another letter of his was addressed
to faithful Christians. There were also other letters sent to the cardinal.
One he wrote himself, another was written by a close friend of the
Cardinal of Ruthenia, and a third at Candia by the vicar of the Order of
the Minorites. I have copies of all of them, from the copies that belong
to the Firmano cardinal.

7  The letter of Isidore to the city of Florence is identical in content and
phraseology to the cardinal’s letter to the city of Bologna.'* Again here, as
in his letter to all Christians,'?® Isidore refers to Mehmed as “the precursor
of the Antichrist,” and as “a dog with his cursed army of Satan . .. roaring
like a lion"'®

The objective of the cardinal in all these descriptions of the character of
Mehmed is to arouse anger and indignation among all Christians against the
sultan, so that a reaction can take place against his recent conquests. The car-
dinal used themes that would have been familiar to his Christian audiences, in
addition to his pleas, in classical terms, to western humanists. By contrast, he
mentions his escape and his unexpected survival again in Christian imagery,
seeking to evoke pity and describe his awe at the divine powers that delivered
him from evil. In the di Bertipaglia translation he describes himself as grieving
and suggests that a divine miracle delivered him from the evil to make him a
living eyewitness to the event.'® He repeats similar statements to Bessarion,'?!
and further suggests that he will give a detailed account of his adventures upon
his return to Italy."* In his letter to Bologna, he again characterizes his sur-
vival and escape as a miracle.'*® He employs biblical allusions in his letter to all
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Christians and compares his salvation from the “infidel hands” to the delivery
of Jonah from the belly of the whale."* At the same time, while he attempts to
arouse anger against the sultan, he also seeks from Christians pity for himself.

From indignation and pity the cardinal moves on evoke sorrow for the fate
of Constantinople and its inhabitants. He furnishes a list of the atrocities that
were committed by the conquering army, concentrating on the desecration of
religious establishments and on the fate of the Christian inhabitants. Thus di
Bertipaglia becomes the voice of the cardinal and expresses his impressions on
the sack, as furnished by the cardinal:'%

Quotquot ea die et sequentibus fuerunt crudeliter occisi, quot captivi! Quot violatae
virgins Ecclesiae divino cultu dedicatae, quot honestae mulieres effectae adulteratae!
Quot filii a parentibus separati et quot in eorum alvis crudeliter occisi! Quot mag-
nificae domus infinitis opibus spoliatae, quot derobatae et desolatae ecclesiae, quot
profanata altaria, quot destituta monasteria, quot sanctorum corpora vituperabiliter
spretiata, quot venerandae reliquiae pedibus conculcatae! Denique quot manifestae
et detestandae iniuriae summo Deo et christianae religioni ab eisdem canibus perfidi
Mahometi sectatoribus impudenter illatae!

On that day and during the following days so many were cruelly
slaughtered, so many were taken into captivity! So many virgins who had
dedicated themselves to the rituals of the Church were violated; so many
respectable women were raped! So many sons were separated from their
parents and so many were butchered while they were in their parents’
embraces! How many magnificent buildings were plundered and lost their
countless wealth! How many churches were robbed and looted! How
many altars were desecrated! How many monasteries were pillaged! How
many bodies of saints were viciously scorned! How many reverend rel-
ics were trampled under foot! In short, how many detestable insults were
shamelessly expressed to our Highest God and to the Christian religion by
those dogs who follow the infidel Mohammed!

In the letter to Bessarion, Isidore is extremely graphic in his description of the
atrocities committed during the sack, expounding on information supplied in
his report that was Latinized by di Bertipaglia.’** He is more restrained in his
official report to Pope NicholasV, and couches his information totally within
the biblical sphere.”” As should be expected, he returns to more graphic terms
in his letter addressed to all Christians, and treats the atrocities in extenso,'®
dealing with the indignities that monks and nuns suffered and the separations
of parents from children, wives from husbands. He seems especially distressed
when he witnessed the upper classes suffering the same fate as the lower, with-
out distinction or respect for individuals of the higher social orders. He then
recounts the fate of icons and sacred images, concentrates on the pillage, and
concludes that the city of Constantine had been turned into a den of thieves.'*
He devotes special attention to the fate of Santa Sophia and to the Islamic
prayers that followed the enslavement and slaughter of those individuals who in
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vain had sought sanctuary in the ecclesiastical structure and its neighborhood,
including himself.'

Similar sentiments, in less sensational tones, are expressed in other public let-
ters that he anticipated would be recited to large audiences. Thus in his letters
to the Doge of Venice, to Bologna, and to Florence Isidore provides the follow-
ing details, in almost identical language:'*!

Intravit itaque nequam ille canis cum suo damnabili exercitu Satanae in sanctam
illam civitatem tanquam leo rugens. Multos necavit et suis bonis spoliavit. Multos
captitavit, quam plures pueros et in denegationem fidei Christianae mirabiliter den-
egavit. Tradidit filios a matrum complexibus et dulcis osculis et matres a filiis pri-
vavit clamoribus fletuum usque ad caelum emissis. Virgines monachas Deo dicatas et
alias virgines servitio Dei perseverates impio scelere violavit. Admiranda templa Dei
decore pretiosa et tanta nobilitate et magnificentia praeclara, in quibus sacra mysteria
venerabantur, reduxit in speluncam latronum et synagogas <perditi Mahumeth'**>,
Et cum magno vel maximo opprobrio Christianae religionis iconas'? Virginis et
omnium sanctorum, sacrosancta signacula passionis lesu Christi cum ceteris reliquiis
sanctorum hinc inde dispersit. . . . Quid detestabilius, quid crudelius? Plangant
et fundant lacrimas cum amaritudine hi qui Christiani sunt. Et iterum plangant
captivitatem huius memorandae et pretiosissimae urbis et crudelissimam eius obsidi-
onem. ... Caelum ululat, terra clamat, sol obscuratus est tam nefando scelere et mihi
mente cogitanti iam defecit anima mea.

So that dog [sc. Mehmed II] entered that sacred city with his cursed
satanic army, roaring like a lion. He put many to death and deprived them
of their property. He took many prisoners, especially very many boys and
forced them to give up their Christian faith. He took away sons from the
embraces of their mothers and deprived them of the sweet kisses of their
mothers, as their wailing rose up to heaven.Virgin nuns, dedicated to God,
and other virgins in the service of God were violated in crimes that knew
no respect. The wonderful churches of God, famous for their expensive
decorations and nobility, in which the sacred mysteries had taken place, he
reduced them to caves of robbers and synagogues [mosques| of the cursed
Mohammed. In his great, indeed the greatest, contempt for the Christian
religion, he scattered all over the place icons of the Virgin and all saints
together with the sacred relics of the passions of our Lord, Jesus Christ, as
well as the relics of saints. . . . What can be more detestable, more cruel?
All Christians pour out tears and weep with bitterness. They lament the
enslavement of that memorable most precious city and its most cruel siege.
Heaven weeps, the earth groans, and the sun is darkened by that heinous
crime. My soul now fails me as I think over it.

Once he has expressed indignation over the fate of Constantinople, indigna-
tion over the fate of its inhabitants, and indignation over the character of the
sultan, Isidore rings the alarm bell and plays the part of a prophet, predicting
the future designs of the sultan for world domination. He also concentrates on
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the preparations of the sultan to make his move westward. His earliest warning
comes in his letter (Latinized by di Bertipaglia) to the pope:'*

Ceterum, intellige, beatissime pater, et considera huius perfidi tyrannicam potentiam
et innatam superbiam, qui non obstante quod glorietur se genus et nomen Graeco-
rum delevisse, sua barbara saevitia comminatur omne christianum nomen radicitus
extirpare et tuam Romanam urbem et imperii christianorum sedem vi et armis sibi
in breve subiugare. Verumtamen sicut de hac inopinata immanis adversarii victoria
non est christiana potentia timendum nec dubitandum, ita ad faciendum debitas pro-
visiones non est ullo modo tardandum; nam in casu isto tam arduo, tam periculoso
et tam gravi, mora posset faciliter valde esse nociva.

Please understand, most blessed father, and take into account that infi-
del’s tyrannical power and innate arrogance. He glorifies himself and says
that he destroyed the nation and the name of the Greeks with no one
standing in his way. His barbaric savagery suggests threateningly that he
intends to wipe out totally the Christian name and to bring, with force
and arms, under his yoke your Roman city and the capital of the Christian
Empire. It cannot be doubted, but there is cause to fear. There is no Chris-
tian power to obstruct this huge foe from sudden victory. You must make
due provisions, as this is no time to delay. This is a hard, dangerous, and seri-
ous undertaking. Any delay is going to avail him and it will be disastrous.

Similar sentiments, with specific instances, are to be found in Isidore’s letter to
all Christians. He suggests that the enemy is already ante portas:'*

Haec igitur sunt quae hactenus a Turcis exacta contra Christianos sunt; ea vero quae
de cetero contra eos excogitat, quis poterit enarrare? Primo enim triremes centum
septuaginta inter parvas et magnas praeparavit et ad Mare Aegaeum misit ad insulas
Cycladas causa suo imperio ea subiugandi. Deinde praeparat se cum infinto exercitu
ad tres urbes solidas et potentes prope Danubium sitas transmigrare et eas expugnare
et devastare, videlicet unam cum Peristeri nuncupamus, aliam Fendorabium, aliam
vero Bellestadium; et sic proponit totam transcurrere Hungariam eamque perdere et
delere, ut neminem habeat retro se imperatorem, quoniam in Italiam anno futuro
transmigrare decrevit, unde iam anno praesenti haec omnia agere introducit et pro-
ponit. Itaque praeparat et praeparare conatur galeas parvas et magnas trecentas, naves
magnas viginti et ultra, pedestrium et equestrium exercitum ultra trecenta milia.
Et sic a Durrachio transire ad Brundicium disponit. Haec omnia non solum agere
disponit, verum incipit facere.

These are the actions of the Turks against the Christians thus far. How
can one enumerate his future intentions? To begin with, he has prepared
one hundred and seventy small and large triremes and has directed them to
the Aegean towards the islands of the Cyclades, which are to be subjected
to his authority. Secondly, he is equipping a countless army to move on,
to conquer, and to devastate three fortified cities near the Danube: one we
name Peristeri, the second Fendorabium [Siderovia, that is, Smederevo],
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and the third Belgrade. Thus, he proposes to devastate, plunder, and wipe
out Hungary, which will never have another emperor. He has decided to
move into Italy the following year. Already this current year he has intro-
duced these plans and intends to follow through. And so he is equipping
three hundred small and large galleys under preparation, twenty or more
large ships, and an army of more than three hundred thousand. And so he
has decided to move across to Brindisi from Durrazo. All these are not just
plans; he has already advanced to their implementation.

In his letter to Bologna, he rings the general alarm bell, without providing any
new information about the current activities or the planned activities of the
sultan against specific territories."*® In his letter to Florence, again he avoids the
specific intended actions of the sultan and only talks in terms of generalities. He
appears to be paraphrasing his statements within the Bologna letter.'*

Thus far the cardinal is relying on generating powerful emotions among his
readers and fostering indignation and pity for the fate of the conquered, which
he then hopes will translate into anger and will lead to such emotionalism as to
seek revenge and retaliation. He is goading the West to launch another crusad-
ing expedition to the east, in order to stop the sultan’s plans for world domi-
nation, to prevent him from expanding into the west, into central Europe and
into Italy. In the process, Isidore is hoping for the liberation of Constantinople.
Thus he joins the universal feeling in the West for the formation of a crusade,
in which Constantinople would replace the old goal of recovering Jerusalem.
He is explicit about the necessity of a crusade that he feels should materialize
as soon as possible."*® In the di Bertipaglia letter he urges the pontiff to take
action:'’

Excita ergo potentiam tuam, sanctissime patrum, . . . insiste, exhortare, iube, manda,
impera christianissimo et illustrissimo Romanorum invictissimo imperatori, chris-
tiani nominis et fidei caput, Sanctictatis tuae primario defensori, et aliis omnibus
regibus et principibus christianis, ut celeriter cum omni necessario apparatus tam
terrestri qua marino ad bellum se praeparent.

Most holy of fathers: summon your power, insist, exhort, order, com-
mand, and direct the all-invincible, most illustrious, and most Christian
emperor [the Holy Roman Emperor|, the head of Christianity and the
faith, and the primary defender of your Holiness, and all the other kings
and princes of the Christians, to prepare themselves swiftly for war with
the necessary expedition, armies and navies.

Isidore employs similar tones in his letter of the 16th of July to NicholasV and
urges the pope to prepare Christendom for war.”®® He concludes this letter
by stating that he is preparing to return to Italy in the near future in order to
delineate his plans for future action against the Turks.'!

Similar are his fragments of advice to the other authorities. To his politi-
cal overlord, Doge Foscari, Isidore presents a more scholarly argument, which
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recalls the era of Fredrick Barbarossa and Isidore urges, with that historical
example, Venice to take up arms. Wisely, Isidore avoids any references to the
triumph of Venice, when it sacked Constantinople during the Fourth Crusade
in 1204.'% In the letter to the pope, he adds that he is prepared to explain his
future plan of action against the Turks and that he will do so in person, as soon
as he returns and has an audience with the doge:'>

quae mihi reservo coram tua Celsitudine viva voce referre, neque aestate neque hieme
quiescendum est, . . . Et ad haec conficienda potentia multorum regum et principum
in primisque favor et iuvamen domini summi Pontificis, ut spero, promptum erit
atque paratum per ea quae in mentem meam veniunt. Sed Dominatio vestra esse
debet origo et caput huius magnae rei.

I would like the opportunity to address these matters openly in person
with your Highness. Neither summer nor winter must delay us. ... I do
hope that the combined strength of kings and princes, with a kind eye and
help from the Highest Pontiff, our lord, will be prompt and we will be
ready. Such matters come to my mind. Your lordship must be the font and
primary mover of such a great undertaking.

He makes the same argument in his letter to Bologna (and with the exact
same terminology encountered in his letter to Florence as well), using religious

terms, but, in this case, Isidore avoids reciting historical precedents:'>*

Credo enim nec ambigo, quod reductis regibus et principibus Christianis ad unionem
pro exaltatione sanctae crucis et nominis sacratissimi Iesu, nedum potentia, quam
habet ille impiissimus Teucer, sed ter tantum potentiae, non poterit prevalere contra
nos. Eia, ergo, Christianissima com<m>unitas, intuere opprobrium Christianitatis
nec velis obmittere, quod hic perfidus canis tam ignominiose tamque superbe et arro-
ganter audeat subvertere Christi fideles et gloriari in sua malitia. Sed velis sumere
arma potentia cum aliis regibus et principibus mundi, quibus huiusmodi notitia data
est, contra hunc perfidum hostem et extirpare eum de terra viventium, non dubitans in
fide Christi lesu, quod nos reducet ad amplam victoriam contra iniquissimum hostem.

I have no doubt and I am convinced that, once the Christian kings and
princes have united themselves and have taken up the sacred cross, the
power of that most ungodly Turk will not prevail over us, even if it were
three times greater. And so most of the Christian community reckons the
shame that has been heaped upon Christianity and persist, since that infidel
dog dares to attack with disrespect, with arrogance, and with conceit the
Christians and dares to glorify himself in his wickedness. Be willing to take
up strong arms and in concert with other kings wipe him out of the realm
of the living, maintaining our faith in Jesus Christ, who will lead us to vic-
tory against this most unjust enemy.

Clearly by the middle of July, while on Crete, the cardinal has moved beyond
the stages of grief, of sorrow, and of self-pity. He no longer dwells upon his
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wounds; he is on the road to recovery and is ready to continue the fight. He
has found the strength to begin formulating plans against his enemy, the sultan
of the Turks." He does not explain his future war strategy in his letters; he
certainly had some plans in mind. It became fashionable in Europe at this time
for many individuals, from all sectors, to advance future plans for a crusade to
liberate Constantinople."® None of those plans ever came to fruition or to the
organization stage. This failure must have disappointed the cardinal. The earliest
recorded proposal for a crusade to the east, however, seems to have originated
in the private sector. In an appendix to Tetaldi’s account of the fall,””” some-
one (probably not Tetaldi himself) advised a coordinated effort by land and
sea: a fleet to be manned by Aragonese, Venetians, Genoese, and Florentines
that would block the Dardanelles in order to prevent Turkish reinforcements
from crossing the straits into Europe. An expeditionary force of Bohemians,
Hungarians, Poles, and Wallachians, under the command of the legendary hero,
John Corvinus Hunyadi, would move southward from the Balkans to threaten
Adrianople (Edirne). At the same time, an Italian army would advance through
Albania, enlisting the help of the famous warlord, George Kastriotes Scander-
beg, for this march. The author of this pamphlet that became embedded in
Tetaldi’s eyewitness account of the fall of Constantinople further believes that
during this campaign the lord of Karamania in Anatolia would threaten the
eastern provinces of the Ottoman sultan, who would thus be forced to fight on
two fronts at once.

There were numerous other proposals, as the recovery of Constantinople
from this point onward became the primary goal of numerous projected cru-
sades and assumed the sentimental role that Jerusalem had played in a previous
age.Yet none of these ambitious plans ever came to fruition. The age of launch-
ing crusades to the east was over. It gradually became clear to the Greeks that,
despite strong rhetoric, Europe was not in any position to recover Constantino-
ple and could no longer force the Turks back into Anatolia. In theory, however,
the nostalgic notion of a crusade to dislodge the infidel from European soil lin-
gered; and in the West Constantinople assumed, in this late era, the significance
that Jerusalem had enjoyed in past centuries. Meanwhile, as these impractical
campaigns were being meticulously planned and advertised, the Greeks in the
Balkans and the Aegean eagerly awaited the arrival of European liberators. The
attitude of Venice, a city that had contributed much to the defense of the Byz-
antine capital, was more realistic than these well-intentioned, but impractical,
thought; characteristic were Philip the Good’s romantic theatrics that came to
nothing."™ Early in the summer of 1454, Venice quietly concluded a mutu-
ally satisfactory peace treaty with the Porte. This treaty confirmed, in fact, the
pact that had been negotiated with the sultan in 1451. Bartolommeo Marcello
became the new Venetian bailo in Ottoman Constantinople and remained in
this post until 1456 when Lorenzo Vitturi replaced him."’

While Italy had expressed sympathy and had advanced aggressive moral sup-
port to the vanishing enclaves of the Byzantine Greeks against their Oriental
foe, actual military and economic aid came belatedly and in minute quantities.
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Clearly, the West had been deceived by its hope that the alarming situation
would correct itself. Even when it came to the defense of Constantinople,
which had been mainly supervised by the Venetian residents of Constantinople
and the Genoese mercenaries of the Byzantine emperor, aid to the beleaguered
city never came in any substantial form.The Venetian armada, put together and
equipped explicitly for the relief of the imperial city, made its way through the
Aegean 1n a so painfully slow and in a so unconcerned manner that it reached
the vicinity of the city well after the sack.The disaster that made Constantino-
ple the capital of the Ottoman sultan ignited outcries in the West. Petitions
were circulated and were directed to ecclesiastical leaders and secular lords,
demanding the formation of a crusade to recover the ancient city. But no actual
attempts were made, in spite of the widespread anguish expressed in Chris-
tendom. By the mid-summer of 1453, even the Venetians, who had forfeited
much property, who had sustained heavy casualties during the siege and sack,
and who had lost prominent members of numerous noble families in the wave
of executions that followed the disaster, initiated intense negotiations with the
conqueror to recover some remnants of their previous privileges that they had
enjoyed under the Byzantine emperor. A peace treaty between the Serenissima
and the Porte was indeed ratified as early as 18 April 1454. Nevertheless, the loss
of Constantinople radically altered the situation and the West formulated plans
for her recovery. Humanists disseminated various military projects, which were
never seriously embraced by the secular powers and never advanced beyond
the planning stage. Indeed it was seen as a fight for survival, a war between
conflicting ideologies competing to eliminate established ways of life through
aggressive military encounters.'®

Isidore, as a humanist and an ecclesiastic, played a leading role in this intel-
lectual movement by ringing the alarm bells. It should be emphasized that the
letters we have examined, which are still available to us, may not present the
complete picture. It is likely that Isidore wrote additional letters that have not
survived. Is it possible that he had not corresponded with Francesco Filelfo,
for instance, with whom he had had numerous contacts in the past (and more
would follow upon Isidore’s return to Italy)? After all, Filelfo had relatives by
marriage in Constantinople, who had been captured in the sack,' and he
would have been interested in the cardinal’s personal impressions and informa-
tion about them. Did Isidore neglect to write to Guarino, his old friend and
contact? Moreover, even the letters that have survived are not direct products
of the cardinal’s pen. As we have observed, they were translated and paraphrased
from the cardinal’s original Greek prose. What became of these original Greek
compositions? Is it possible that Isidore did not bring them in his files from
Candia when he returned to Italy? This seems improbable. He must have kept
the originals and perhaps even copies were left in Crete. They have not been
transmitted to us or perhaps they are still interspersed with other medieval
documents, awaiting discovery by a future archival researcher.

In the meantime, we can only consult the translations. Even if they are
exact and accurate translations, the Latinized form of these accounts tell us
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little about Isidore’s sophisticated Attic style. We know that Isidore could write
respectable Attic prose. In doing so, he had many ancient examples in his arsenal
of knowledge. Is it possible that he received some of his inspiration for these
polemics from the Athenian orator Demosthenes and his harangues about the
Macedonian King Philip IT and his threat to Athens in the fourth century Bc?'®
Could Demosthenes’s Philippics be the original inspiration for Isidore? We
cannot answer this question because we do not have Isidore’s original Greek
text, which would perhaps have indicated and demonstrated his literary debt
through verbal echoes and various imitations of Demosthenes’s prose. The like-
lihood remains that Isidore could have availed himself of Demosthenes through
his thorough classical knowledge and command of Attic prose, especially when
he addressed Italian humanists.

Notes

1 Barbaro does not mention Sgouros in the exodus. On Barbaro’s description, cf. SF, pp.
10, 11 and nn. 36-39. But Sgouros’s ship was clearly a member of the flotilla, because
he arrived in Crete along with Hyalinas and Philomates; and so it is recorded by the
scribe at Ankarathos (cf. next note): £1<e>1 avvy’, iovviov k0”, ipépa ", ROV Gwo
mv Kovetovtivodmwolv kapdfo tpic Kpnrtikd, tod Xyovpov, tod YaAwd, Kot tod
d1hopdrtov. Perhaps this is a lapse in the memory of the otherwise reliable Barbaro, who
knew that Sgouros had participated in the siege, e.g., 20 [not in CC 1]: el Guro [Sgouros]
de Candia de botte 700.

2 Maius 3.8: €yxpotelg waviav £yévovto [sc. ol Todpkot], dvev 8¢ TV WOPYOV TOV
Leyopévov Baotheion Adovtog kai AleEiov, v ol¢ £oTikesoy ol vadtol Ekeivol ol
€k g Kpnme. adtol yap yevvaiong Endyovto péxpt kai thg kg kol £Bdoung dpog.
This derivative text goes on to state that the sultan was so impressed with the spirit of
the Cretan crews that he allowed them to depart to their ships unharmed, under a truce.
No such incident is mentioned in the surviving eyewitness literature and we would give
much to know whether this information is authentic or invented. It is not impossible
that the writer has preserved some historical details. On this incident, on the authentic-
ity of the passage, and on a possible identification of the towers mentioned by Pseudo-
Sphrantzes, cf. SF, pp. 468—470.

3 The text of this note was first published in G.M. Arabatzoglou, @wteiog Bifliobikny,
fjiror Ewionuo koi Towwtiko. "Eyypopa kol Al Mvnusio Zyetika wpog v lotopiov
700 Oixovuevikod Hozpiopyeiov 1 (Constantinople, 1933), no. 3 (p. 108). The note was
republished, with a short discussion, by R. Browning, “A Note on the Capture of Con-
stantinople in 1453,” Byz 22 (1952): pp. 379-387; and with Italian translation in TIePN,
p- 214.This note has been discussed in SF, p. 110 n. 62.

4 The magnitude of the disaster deeply affected and terrified the Christian inhabitants of
the Aegean. One of the earliest citations of this situation is encountered in a letter of
the 5th of July (die quinta Julii in loco Sancti Francisci Candiae); written by Fra Girolamo
(frater Jeronimus de Florentia, vicarius provinciae Candiae indignus Ordinis Minorum), the letter
is addressed to Cardinal Domenico Capranica (Reverendissimo in Christo patri et domino,
domino de Capranica, miseratione divina sancta sanctae Romanae Ecclesiae cardinali et protectori
piisimo). Aside for the inaccuracies and inevitable exaggerations, Fra Girolamo’s letter
may have been partially inspired by the information that refugees had brought to Crete
and was eventually enriched by the authoritative reports supplied by Cardinal Isidore
himself. Cf. CC 2: 34:

Et mala malis addenda, Peram olim Januensium civitatem propinquam subegit [sc. Mehmed
11, moenia <delevit> et breviter suis Tiurcis inhabitare eam fecit; et, quod est gravius, civitates
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et loca omnia Maris Minoris iam videntur esse suae potestati subiecta, totus denique Oriens ac
Christianis inhabitatus perdidisse videtur omnem spem et _fiduciam.

This letter has been published in its entirety in CC 2: 32—40.

Ct. SF, p. 11 nn. 36-39. On Grioni, cf. ibid., ch. 11: “Some Defenders and Non-
Combatants,” p. 664, no. 95.

Barbaro 58-59 [CC 1: 36].

Latin text in S.P. Lampros, “Movodiot kol Opijvor €wmi tff Aldost Tig
Kovotavtivovworems,” NH 5 (1908): pp. 263-265 [improved text in CC 2: 12-17,
with Italian translation].

Supra, n. 3, for editions. We have retained the original spellings with their numerous
errors. A document listing the names of a number of noble refugees who reached
Crete on the galley of Zorzi Doria is included in the ms. Miscellanea Gregolin-Archivio
di Stato di Venezia [= No. 27: Misc. Gregolin: Testamenti]; its text was published by K.D.
Mertzios, “Tlept IMahoordyov koi Alev Evyevdv Kovotavivovmwoltdv,” in
Iépog Aviwviov Kepauowovliov (Athens, 1953), pp. 355-372; and idem, “Tleptl 1@V
&k Kootavivovmoremg Awopuyoviov 10 1453 [Moiaordyov kol Awofifachéviov
eic Kpnmv,” in Actes du XII* Congrés International d’Etudes Byzantines, Ochride, 10-16
Septembre 1961, 2 (Belgrade, 1964), pp. 171-176, no. 36: Miscellanea Gregolin-Archivio
di Stato di Venezia [= No. 27 Miscellanea gregolin: Testamenti]. This document contains a
list of nobles aboard the galley of Zorzi Doria who had landed in Crete. It exists in
three versions: an Italian rendition based on a Greek original in the archives of Corfu
and two Italian renderings published by Mertzios, “Tlepi 1@V €k Kwotoviivovmoriewg
Awpuydvtav,” pp. 170-177. Cf. Nicol, The Byzantine Family of Kantakouzenos, p. 194
n. 6. A Greek version of the list can be found in a note by E.G. Protopsaltes, AAwoig t7j¢
Kaovoravtivovwolews (Athens, sine anno) [= a modern Greek translation of G. Schlum-
berger, G. La Siége, la prise et le sac de Constantinople en 1453 (Paris, 1915; repr. 1935)], pp.
284-285 n. 14. Preceding the list, the following note can be read:

Copia tratta dal originale dal Archivio della Canea Karte 134 tradotta dal greco. Cata-
logo fatto dal pudentissimo e generoso messer Tomaso Celsi dignissimo Provedidor della nobile
armata delli Tllustrissimi Veneti per tutti li infelici gentil huomini che fugirono dalla miserabile
Costantinopoli doppo la di lei schivitu, i quali venero con le loro famiglie nell’isola di Scio
con li galioni del principe Doria genovese e il predetto generoso Celsi la condusse nella nostra
citta della Canea e di poi parte andarono dal beatissimo Papa parte di Corfu parte restarono
nelle citta dell’isola di Candia et il presente Catalogo fu fatto I'anno 1453 per comando del
predetto domini Proveditore giusta I"autorita veutali dall’ Hllustrissimo Senato perche fosse dato
mantenimento, il tutto scritto per mano di me Bartalameo Floriano publico Tabulario li 29
Maggio 1453.

These captains were, of course, known to Barbaro; he refers to them in his narrative
as “Filamati” and “el Galina” [Philomates and Hyalenas, respectively], 64 [CC 1: 37].
For the documents dealing with their adventures after their escape from the Byzantine
capital, cf. RdD 3, nos. 2950 and 3026.The Hyalenas family continued to make its home
in Crete, until the fall of this island to the Turks; the survivors then migrated to Corfu.
Cf. S.P. Lampros, “Katdroyog tdv Kpntikdv Oikov Kepxdpag,” NH 10 (1913): pp.
449—-4506, esp. 451: the “Gialina” family is included among the nobili della citta di Candia,
but, it is noted, they ultimately stem from Constantinople.

This is evident in the cardinal’s letter, which he dictated in Crete. It is dated the 6th
of July 1453 and is addressed to Bessarion: Ysidorus cardinalis in Creta die sexta iulii anno
domini MoCCCCoLlIllo; for the full text of the letter, cf. Hofmann, “Ein Brief des Kar-
dinals Isidor von Kiew an Kardinal Bessarion,” pp. 405414 [CC 1: 64—80]. The same
date is provided in Isidore’s letter, which was translated from the Greek into Latin by
Pasio di Bertipaglia: Ex Candida insulae Cretae pridie Nonas Julii MCCCCLIIIL; cf. CC 1:
64. Isidore’s letter to Florence is dated the 7th of July: Data VII iulii M CCCC LVIII
[sic]; cf. Hofmann, “Quellen zu Isidor von Kiew als Kardinal und Patriarch,” p. 148. It
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may be concluded that Isidore had reached Crete by 6 July. For a new edition of the di
Bertipaglia report, cf. infra, n. 14.

Perhaps a recitation of the siege and fall also took place inVenice after the arrival of the
fleeing galleys. Cf. SF, pp. 22—24 and nn. 75-78.

The text of Balbo’s lamentation, A Hebrew Lament on the Fall of Constantinople, is quoted
in S. Bowman, The_Jews of Byzantium 1204-1453 (University of Alabama, 1985), Excur-
sus Dj; for the Hebrew text and English translation, cf. pp. 341-344, and pp. 156, 178,
183,184, 187 n. 40, wherein Bowman further discusses the impact of the fall among the
Jews of the Aegean. Quite different was the reaction of the Jews of Spain; cf. D.S. Cirac
Estopanan, Byzancio y Espaiia. La caida del imperio byzantino y los Esparioles (Barcelona,
1954), p. 92:

en un proceso del Santo Oficio de la Inquisicion, instruido alrededor del afio 1480 en Castilla
la Nueva, se testificaba que los judios de Castilla habian celebrado con gran jiibilo la conquista
de Constantinopla por el Gran Titrco, a quien consideraban como el Mesias, que vendria tam-
bién a conquistar Espaiia y echar de ella a los cristianos.

Chronicles of London, ed. C.L. Kingsford (Oxford, 1905), p. 164.

It is contained in only one quattrocento manuscript, Ven. Marc. lat. 496 (1688), fols.
330—331". Selections from this letter (with Italian translation) have been published in
CC 1:58—-64.The entire text was recently published in a reliable and useful edition, with
Italian translation, by L. Silvano, “Per I’epistolario di Isidoro di Kiev: La lettera a papa
NiccoloV de 6 luglio 1453, Medioevo greco 13 (2013): pp. 241-258.

While the letter to Bessarion and the letter to the pope have historical significance, there
is one additional communication composed by Isidore in later times that returns to
this theme. Thus his letter of the 22nd of February 1455 (data Romae die XXII Februarii
MCCCL quinto) to Philip the Good, the duke of Burgundy, was composed after a cer-
tain amount of time had passed since the events of the fall. It provides no new informa-
tion, except Isidore’s personal testimony that numerous Genoese volunteers from Pera
had assisted in the defense. Evidently the cardinal was trying to correct the widespread
impression that the Genoese from Pera had not assisted in the defense of Constantinople,
an impression that probably had been reinforced by the withdrawal of Giustiniani and
his forces from the walls at a critical moment during the last battle of 29 May:

nec deerant nobis Ianuenses, qui omni conatu Urbem ipsam tutati sunt, et quamquam simulatu
cum Teucro viverent hocque fieret statuto consilio, tamen noctu clam ad nos eos quos valebant ac
poterant viros et sic subsidia mittebant frequentique senatu imperatorio aderant.

This letter was published in its entirety, with Italian translation, in an editio princeps, in
CC 1:106-110.

It was first published by Hofmann, “Ein Brief des Kardinals Isidor von Kiew an Kardinal
Bessarion,” pp. 405414, who fails to mention that this is only a translation from a Greek
original. The Latin translation survives in three manuscripts: one (from the quattrocento)
that is housed in Florence, Riccard. lat. 660 (M 11 19), fols. 55—617; the second, also from
the quattrocento, is found in Bologna, Bibl. Univ. lat. B 52, tols. 40—42"; and the third (from
the sixteenth century) is in Padua, Bibl. Sem. lat. 126, fols. 33=36". The most important
of the three manuscripts appears to be the Bolognese codex, which is probably the auto-
graph of Lianoro, since it notes that it is a humanistic exercise. The complete Latin text
of this note is published in CC 1: 53. Selections of the Latin text with Italian transla-
tion are printed in CC 1: 64-80, with unfortunate omission of passages that contain
important information. For the Latin text with the first English translation and further
discussion, cf. supra, ch. 5, sec. 3.

A.G. Welykyi, “Duae Epistulae Cardinalis Isidori Ineditae,” Analecta Ordinis Sancti Basilii.
3ammcku ynHa CB. Bacunmii Bemmkoro, ser. 3, 1 (1950): pp. 289-291; the exact words
of Isidore (or of his translator/redactor, as Isidore had never mastered Latin) were finally
published in the selections of CC 1. The text (in its edited and abbreviated form) has
been published a number of times, including the edition of Lonicer of 1578 (followed
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by N. Reusner in 1597, by PG 159: cols. 953-956, and by MHH 21: 687-702; selec-
tions with Italian translation in CC 1: 80-90). This was probably the best-known letter
by Isidore and survives in eight manuscripts of the fifteenth century and one of the
seventeenth.

Quattrocento mss: Haegens Bibl. Reg. lat. 71 E. 62, tols.3"—6"; Mediol. Bibl. Braid. lat. AE XII
40, fols. 53'=54%; Mediol. Trivult. lat. N 641,27"=31"; Monac. lat. Clm. 4149, fols. 309"-312";
Monac. lat. Clm. 4689, fols. 142'~143"; Paris. Nouv. Acquis., lat. 546, fols. 167—169"; Paris.
Bibl. Nat. lat. 3127, fols. 19%—19%; Vat. Barb. lat. 2682 [xxxiii, 202], 58'=59". A ninth
manuscript, Monac. lat. Clm. 4143, fols. 91'-94", dates from the seventeenth century.

It was first published by NE 2: 522-524, but this edition seems to be an inaccurate tran-
scription containing numerous errors. It is published in its entirety, with Italian transla-
tion, in CC 1: 90-100, and exists in two surviving codices from the fifteenth century:
Mediol. Bibl. Braid. lat. AE XII 40, fols. 54"=55; and Paris. Nouv. Acquis., lat. 546, fols.
169—170". For the Latin text with the first English translation and further discussion, cf.
supra, ch. 5, sec. 3.

It was first published by Welykyi, “Duae Epistulae Cardinalis Isidori Ineditae,” pp. 286—
289, along with Letter III, and it exhibits the same problems of transcription. Much
better, in terms of the text, are the selections in CC 1: 100—106; the text derives from a
single manuscript of the quattrocento: Vat. Barb. lat. 2682, fols. 56*—58". We understand that
Professor Luigi Silvano is preparing a new edition of Isidore’s letter to Foscari, on the
basis of three manuscripts, of which two were unknown to former editors.

CC 2:498.

It was published in NE 2:518,519; and with Italian translation in TIePN, pp. 12—-15.

It was published by Hofmann, “Quellen zu Isidor von Kiew als Kardinal und Patriarch,”
pp. 143—157. Selections, with Italian translations, have been printed in TIePN, pp. 16-21.
It was published by W. R&ll, “Ein zweiter Brief Isidors von Kiew tiber die Eroberung
Konstantinopels,” BZ 69 (1976): pp. 13—16.

CC1:72:

Aliud iterum mirabilius est machinatus, quod et Xerxes quondam fecisse memoratur: pon-
tem siquidem construxit et fabricavit maximum a mari Sanct<a>e Galatin<a>e usque ad
m<o>enia Cynegi, quod duplo maius est spatium quam illius Hellespontiaci olim pontis a
Xerxe fabricati, per quem non modo pedites verum etiam equites multi simul traducebantur.

Ibid., p. 96: Deinde pontem super mare, qui usque ad hodiernum diem manet, construxit: habet
enim distantiam de terra_firma in Constantinopoli per miliare unum et tertivm.

Cf. supra, ch. 5, n. 65. Tetaldi also notes this bridge in Caput VIII: Similiter et pontem
mira ingeniositate fabricati fecit de vasis, afferibus, trabibus et plancis, mille habentem passus in
longitudine et septem in latitudine, ut sui ad nostros pertingere possint super mare ex transverso
ambulantes et civitatis muris appropriquantes. The equivalent passage in the French rendition
of Tetaldi, ch. VI, reads as follows: “& un pont de barques que les Chrestiens avoient fait
pour aller de Constantinople a Peyre pour s’entre-secourir.” Also, cf. Tetaldi, ch. XIV:“Le
dit Sengampsa fist un chastel de bois si hault & si grant, qu’il seignourissoit le mur, ... &
plusieurs instruments de bois, desquels il povoit estre sans estre blechié: & si I'y avoit
tours de bois tres-haultes, grandes & ligieress.”

PG 159: col. 931 (CC 1: 138; the text within < > is omitted by CC 1):

Proinde hoc ingenio non contentus Theucrus aliud quoque, quo nos terreret magis, construxit,
pontem videlicet longitudinis stadiorum circiter triginta, ex ripa urbi opposita maris qui sinum
scinderet, vasis vinariis colligatis, subconstructis confixisque lignis, quo exercitus decurreret ad
murum prope urbis iuxta fanum, <imitatus Xerxis potentiam, qui ex Asia in Thraciam Bos-
phoro exercitum traduxit>.

Fol. 315:

Non contento perho de queso inzegno, el Turcho per altro modo cercho spauentarne. Et fece
construir uno ponte longo 30 stadij sono miglia . . . dal mare fino alla ripa de la terra, fatta la
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zatra _fermata sopra le botte ligate per diuider el porto, per lo qual ponte exercito poteua correr
apresso el muro de la cita, apresso la giesia, imitando la potentia di Xerse el quale de Natolia
in Grecia tradusse lo suo exercito per lo stretto de Hellesponto.

P.98:

Ma non essendo il Tirco contento di questo insegno, ne fabrico un’altro per metterli in maggior
terrore, cioé vn ponte di lungheza di trenta stadi dalla riua opposita de la citta, il qual fendendo
Pacqua del mare, si soseneua fu botti da vino ritenute, & incatenate di sotto con traui, per lo
quale essercito, se ne venisse, al muro vicino alla Citta; imitando la potenza di Serse, il qual
traghetto Pessercito dall’ Asia nella Thracia per Bosforo.

17:

Torte ékapove pia tlatapa i oxdia fj Topdtlo EOAvn ol Todpkot, pakpéa TEGo0PEG
KMGOES OPYVIES KOl WAATEN WEVIOKOGEG OPYLIEG, KOL TNV EKOPPMOCOVE KUAL
awave eig v Bdracoa kol v Etpapiéove kovta €ig ta teyia tiig [oAng Kol
£fdlave dmave €ig T0 adTd wOLVTE WOAAOVG Tovprovg Kol Emolepovoave, dloti
4®O KAT® T0D avTod WoOVTE EPoke wOoALA Povtlia ddeto Kol TNV EKPATELE ATAVO.

On this famous elaboration of the Minus into the notorious Maius, cf. SF, pp. 139-191.
Is it possible that the musings of Pseudo-Sphrantzes were inspired by reference to Xerxes
in connection with the bridge, which he read in his prototype? Cf. Maius 3.53:

&ym 6¢ Aoyilopat: 1@ Kaicopt Adyovoto éuypmoato, vike petd tod Avtoviov Kol
Khieomdrpog &udyeto, g St Tov odrov Tiig OaAdoong Tovg évavtiong GvEpovg
oVK NOLVVNON @eplodedoar kKuKAmOeY Ti|g Vijoov tod TTéAomog kol EMOmV i ToD
ToOpod, tag vijog ovpag &tt, @wpog Emav thg EALGS0og Bordoong, tayémg v
Acig ddevev. | 1@ Nuta 1@ wotpikie, 6te avtog €k Tig ‘EAladwkilg Ooldoong
T0G TpMPELS v T dutikiy wepdoag St tod Tobuod tovg Kpfitag év tf] Mebovn
kot [TOA® étpommcarto.

Pusculo’s model was Vergil and, consequently, conscious classical references abound.
Four manuscripts exist that must be consulted, compared, and collated before a useful
edition becomes available to the modern scholar; cf. Philippides, “The Fall of Constan-
tinople 1453: Bishop Leonardo Giustiniani and His Italian Followers,” p. 207 n. 59. On
Pusculo, cf. P. Guerrini, “Un umanista bagnolese prigioniero dei Turchi a Costantinopoli
e a Rodi,” Brixia sacra 6 (1915): pp. 261-271;V. Zabughin, “Ubertino Pusculo da Brescia
e la sua ‘Constantinopolis’,” Roma e I’Oriente 5 (1915): pp. 26-50; Paulova, pp. 210-212;
SE, ch. 1: ILA.7 (pp. 31, 32).

Pusculo 4.536-544 (pp. 71, 72) [omitted in the selections presented in CC 1]:

atque una consternere Pontum / Ponte superstructo; et cuneos transmittere siccis / Ipsi urbi
pedibus tumidum super aequor et undas. / Xerxem fama canit quondam stravisse frementem
/ Hellespontiacum pontum, et junxisse rejunctam / Ponte Asiam Europa, siccis atque agmina
plantis / Innumera ex Asia Europae immisisse.

In time Capranica wrote and published (in printed form with the house of the broth-
ers Antonio and Raphael de Vulterris) an epitaph for Bessarion, titled: Oratio in _funere
Bessarionis Cardinalis habita, first published in 1472, and reprinted in 1480. On Angelo
Capranica, cf. M. Miglio, Dizionario Biografico degli Italiani, 19: pp. 161-162.

Philippides, Mehmed II the Conqueror, ch. 4:

Hanc totam seriem rei gestae collegi fideliter ex diversis epistolis scriptis ad diversos de ista
materia. Quarum una scripta est domin<i>o Venetorum per dominum Iacobum Laureda-
num, generalem capitaneum eorum super mare; alia per ducem Venetorum scripta est domino
papae tribusque aliis cardinalibus; <alia domini cardinalis> Ruthenis, qui de hac re unam
papae, aliam domino cardinali Firmano; tertia<m>que palens erat omnibus Christifidelibus.
Et ex duabus aliis scriptis domino Firmano (quorum unam scripsit ipse agens, familiaris et
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domesticus dicti cardinalis Rutheni, aliam vicarius ordinis minorum provinciae Candiae).
Quarum omnium copias habeo, ex copiis domini Firmani.

Di Bregantini, 1: 225—447; the text was based on a transcription of the Codex Marc. lat.
XII 73 (4381) (c. 1470 in the hand of Cristoforo Regazzoli) that had been made by
Gervasi.

Ellissen, Appendix, pp. 12-83, who reprinted di Bregantini’s text. Slim selections, which
are, nevertheless, based on all of the manuscripts, with Italian translation, are published
in CC 1:204-214 (without an apparatus criticus). Unfortunately, these are only selections
and the entire text has never been printed. In addition to the codex in Venice (supra, n.
37), the following manuscripts exist: Bergom. Bibl. Civ. lat. G.17 21 (c. 1465 in the hand
of Giovanni Francesco, barbitonsor); Parmens. Bibl. Palat. lat. 1583 (c. 1470); Bellun. Bibl.
Semin. Gregor. lat. 25; and Patav. Bibl. Semn. lat. 125.

Van Millingen, Byzantine Constantinople, pp. 104-108, who consistently misnumbers
John VIII, labeling him as John VII.

The historical significance, unusual in a rhetorical showpiece of this genre, of this anon-
ymous Eyképtov gig tov Adtokpdrtopa [Tadvvny tov [Taiatordyov], I1xl1 3:292-308,
was noted by Bogiatzides. The passage discussed here appears in 3: 296 (quoted and
discussed supra, ch. 5, n. 14).

Ibid., 3: 296.

Ibid., 3: 132-199. The true authorship of this panegyric was unknown to Lampros, but
was convincingly established by Mercati, Scritti d’Isidoro, pp. 6, 7.

Ibid., 3: 136 (quoted and discussed supra, ch. 5, n. 14).

Bibliotheque Nationale de France, Départment des Manuscrits, Paris, Supplément grec
309; ct. Evans, no. 1 (p. 26); this codex evinces a masterpiece of Greek portraiture, in addi-
tion to the Greek text copied by Isidore. The most recent edition of this significant text
is by Chrysostomides. The discovery of a “new” text by the hand of Manuel Chrysoloras
has also furnished evidence to correct older scholarly notions about Manuel’s speech.
Patrinelis and Sophianos, esp. pp. 44—48, emend the established scholarly view that this
text was delivered to Manuel Chrysoloras by Ioannes Chrysoloras during the latter’s trip
to Italy in 1410. It is now convincingly demonstrated, with new evidence, that this is
an erroneous view. The text could not have been delivered prior to the spring of 1413.
In addition, it now becomes evident that Isidore delivered the text orally at a memorial
service in the absence of its author, the emperor, sometime in 1415/1416 and not in
1409, as it had been previously supposed by scholars. Cf. our discussion, supra, ch. 1, text
with nn. 49-68.

Patrinelis, “"EAAnveg Kodwoypdeot,” esp. p. 87: “Ioidmpog Kapdvdiiog (Spd
1409-1464).”

His interests in astrology are also demonstrated in his early Greek correspondence, as we
have seen, supra, ch. 1. In his first letter, Isidore requests horoscopes as a personal favor.
In a second communication he repeats the same request. In addition, he was actively
involved with manuscripts of an “astrological” nature, such as the series of astronomi-
cal tables extracted from Ptolemy, in Tat. 214, fol. 69. He as well copied Vat. 1698, fols.
73-106", with the incipit: 6 {odrakog kOKAog Ao&og keitatl. He additionally copied fols.
225'-128", a work related to Ptolemy with the explicit: | @pdyvmoig dyydg vogitat.ol
pev ovuvodot T@v 60 actépmv yiyvovtat Ka'. For Isidore’s considerable astrological and
astronomical interests as reflected in his own codices and in those that he copied himself,
cf. Mercati, Scritti d’Isidoro, esp. ch. 3. His astrological interests are indicated in his letter to
Bessarion, wherein he states that the sultan launched his general attack on the morning
of 29 May, in consultation with his “Persian” astrologers; cf. CC 1: 74: habet [sc. Mehmed
11| diligentissimos astrologos persas, quorum consiliis ac iudicio fretus summa quaeque ac maxima
sese consecuturum sperat. Isidore’s statement should not be easily dismissed. Turkish sources
confirm this superstitious trait in the sultan’s character; Inalcik, “Istanbul: An Islamic
City,” pp. 249-271, esp. p. 250, documents the sultan’s reliance on the supernatural.
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Vat. 1698.

Vatic. Barb. 127; and Vatic. Chisianus F159.

Vatic. Urb. 110, fols. 3—13 and 119—122".

The pertinent text of the oracle has been published by Zakythinos, “MavovnA B’o
IMolawordyog,” pp. 45—69.The text of this oracle has recently been printed in T.E. Greg-
ory, Isthmia 5: The Hexamilion and the Fortress (Princeton, 1993) ch. 3: “Testimonia,” no.
15 (pp. 20-21), with limited commentary.

Extracts from Bessarion’s letter were first published by S.P. Lampros, “Ta Teiyn tod
ToOpod katd tovg Mécovg Aldvag,” NH 2 (1905): pp. 477—479, who edited and pub-
lished the entire text of this letter in “Ymouvnuo tod Kopdwvariov Bnocapiovos eig
Kovotavtivov tov ITadaworoyov,” NH 3 (1906): pp. 12-50 (Greek text: pp. 15-27);
Lampros published this letter once more in IIxl1 4 (Athens, 1930; repr. 1972): 32—45.
Lampros, “ Ta Telyn tod ToOuod,” pp. 478, 479.

The precise date of the oracle’s composition is the subject of a scholarly disagreement.
Lampros, “Ta Teiyn o0 ToOpod,” pp. 435-489; and idem, “TIpocbnkmn &ig td wept T@V
Teyydv 100 Tobuod tijg Kopivbov katd tovg Mécovg Aidvag,” NH 4 (1907): pp.
20-26), believes that it was composed c. 1443 in connection with Constantine’s building
project, but E:W. Bodnar, “The Isthmian Fortifications in Oracular Prophecy,” American
Journal of Archaeology 64 (1960): pp. 165—171, attempts to show that most of the oracle
existed earlier and was probably carved on the walls of the Hexamilion at the Isthmus of
Corinth. His evidence derives from a number of statements in the journal of Cyriacus
of Ancona. This matter, thus far, has not been conclusively settled and Father Bodnar,
when he wrote his article, was unaware of the existence of Isidore’s explication on this
oracle or of his introduction to the text of the oracle. On the date of Constantine’s rein-
forcement of the Hexamilion walls at the Isthmus, cf. PA. Clement, “The Date of the
Hexamilion,” in Essays in Memory of Basil Laourdas (Thessalonike, 1977), pp. 159-164.
A systematic investigation of the remains of the medieval fortifications at the Hexamil-
ion can be found in Gregory, Isthmia 5, with detailed topographical maps and excellent
photographic documentation.

In general, cf. NLA. Bees, “Ilepi 100 Totopnuévov Xpnoporoyiov tig Kparikig
BiprioOning tod Bepolivov (Codex Graecus fol. 62-297) koi t0d OpdAov T0od
Moppapopévov Baciud,” Byzantinische-Neugriechische Jahrbiicher 13—14 (1936/37): pp.
203-244%%,

Lampros, “Ta Teiyn 10D Tobpod,” pp. 472-480, discusses the various manuscripts which
record this popular prophecy.

On this scholar and student of George Gemistos Plethon, cf. Philippides, “Herodian
2.4.1, pp. 295-297.

It is this version that has been studied by Zakythinos,“Mavouni B” 6 [TaAaioroyog.”
fi&et 8¢ kavTolg YoAKOTWOVG EPVOG WOAI@OVG Kol WOADYE Kol KotaPfolel pévog
TouteV, dtov KOVig @ity dééntor Kol witug AVOpov, TOTE KPOTEPOG YEVHGETOL
wepiforog ToOpod.

This work of Isidore (included in the Codex Vat. gr. 1852, fols. 105-106) has never been
edited nor published in its entirety. Isidore addressed his analysis of the Pythian oracle
to a “lady who loves literature.” It has been supposed that she was Cleopa Malatesta, the
wife of Theodoros II, the despot of the Morea. It is also supposed that she had earlier
requested from Isidore an exegesis of the popular oracle. Cleopa, however, had died by
1433 (ODB 3:2041 [s.v. Theodore II Palaiologos]) and she was probably not the recipi-
ent. Another noble lady must have been intended, who remains to be identified.

It is interesting to note in passing that Isidore enjoyed playing the part of an exegete, as
early on in his youth he appears to have assumed this role. When he began one of his let-
ters, he playfully declares that he was “neither a bad prophet nor an inferior soothsayer.”
AMW. Ziegler, “Die restlichen vier unverdffentlichten Briefe Isidors von Kijev,” OCP 18
(1952): p. 142 (Letter 8): o0k &pa Hv £Y® paviig movnpdg 0vdé Tig podAog EikacTA.
The cardinal’s interest in Perserei goes back a long way. Early on in his youth he had
sent a copy of Xenophon’s Cyropaedeia to Guarino. In later times, after his escape from
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Constantinople, Isidore continued to exhibit interest in the ancient Persians, with his
readings of Herodotus and Xenophon, whose works he had borrowed from the Vatican
Library. This is noted in Mercati, Scritti d’Isidoro, p. 80 no. 3: Item alter liber in papiro, parvus,
vocatus Hyrodotus [Herodotus| hystoricus; (no. 15): item alter liber mediocris forme in papiro,
vocatus Opus Zenofontis [ Xenophontis] de disciplina Persarum; and (no. 23): item alter liber in
papiro medie forme, vocatus Xenofontis | Xenophontis| philosophi de sapientia Cyri illustrissimi
regis Persarum. In addition, in one of his youthful letters he provides the following incipit
(AW. Ziegler, “Vier bisher nicht verdffentlichte griechische Briefe Isidors von Kijev,”
BZ 44 [1951]: pp. 575 [Letter 2]): @ puév obv Pacthel tdv [epodv Apta&épén cpodpo
Kopafoptov €00ket, dv Tig avT@d d®dpo WPoodywv; for the context, cf. supra, ch. 1, text
with n. 113.Thus, it can be demonstrated that he had an active interest in the n0owmotia
pertaining to the Great King of old. Isidore was also a talented calligrapher and the sur-
viving specimens from his hand display high quality; cf. Ziegler, “Isidore de Kiev, apotre
de I’'Union Florentine,” p. 406:

C’était un amateur de calligraphie, et plusieurs de ses écrits sont de chefs-d’ceuvre de
cet art. Les traits de son écriture, bien que minutieux, sont si réguliers et si tranquilles,
si exacts et si clair, qu’on peut déduire de ceux-ci les traits correspondants de son
caractere. Légereté, superficialité et incnstance lui sont étrangeres.

The first scholar to take note of this comparison is E Babinger, “Mehemed II., der
Eroberer, und Italien,” Byz 21 (1951): pp. 127-170 [= “Maometto II, il Conquistatore,
e I'Italia,” Rivista storica italiana 63 (1951): pp. 469-505, with some additions and cor-
rections|, who reserved a few observations with regard to the humanistic comparisons
of Mehmed to Alexander and to other personalities of the ancient world. Babinger’s
investigation, however, is dated and rather superficial on this specific point, since he was
extremely limited by the few sources available to him, as numerous testimonies had not
yet been edited or printed, but remained only in unavailable manuscript form. Thus
Babinger lacked the letters of Isidore, neglected the testimony of Leonardo, chose to
include the later florid text of di Montaldo (which comes at the end of a long tradition,
whose origins we are examining here), and was further limited by the prevalent, albeit
erroneous, notion of his day that Cyriacus of Ancona was the western scholar who
daily read the classics to the sultan; see supra, nn. 61 and 62. In addition, see E Babinger,
“Maometto il Conquistatore e gli umanisti d’Italia,” in Pertusi, Venezia e I’Oriente, pp.
433-449.

Supra, n. 4.

CC 1: 86-88. For the Latin text with translation, cf. infra, text with n. 146. The infor-
mation contained in this letter is not quite accurate. Isidore claims that Pera had been
razed. The walls were indeed dismantled, but the sultan, through his representative Zaga-
nos, had granted an aman-name to the Genoese. For the Greek and Italian text of this
document, see Philippides, Mehmed II the Conqueror, Appendix 2. Even texts that supply
neither classical allusions nor comparisons of the sultan to Alexander voice similar fears,
as for instance the letter composed by Lomellino, the podesta of the Genoese colony of
Pera, which had already received an aman-name from the sultan. Obviously disturbed
by the fate of Constantinople and upset over the unknown fate of his own relatives
who had been captured by Mehmed’s troops, Lomellino sent an emotional letter to the
authorities of Genoa, in which he expressed similar fears and suggests that the sultan
is about to march on Rome (CC 1: 48): Concludendo, de captione Constantinopolis tantam
insolentiam cepit, que videtur se facturum in brevi dominum totius orbis, et large dicit non tran-
sibunt anni duo que intendit venire usque Romam.

Lauro Quirini was in Crete in July 1453, and had conversed with Isidore concerning
the events of the siege. He himself so states in a letter (TIePN, p. 74): ut a reverendissimo
cardinali Rutheno accepi.

CC 2:14. Dotti’s letter was first published in its entirety (with some errors) by Lampros,
“Mov@diot kai Opfjvor,” pp. 263—-265. A better text, with Italian translation, has now
been published in CC 2: 12-18. Independently, the Knights of Saint John from Rhodes
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also addressed a letter dictated on the 31st of June 1453 (datum Rodi, in nostro Conventu,
die ultimo mensis_Junii, anno 1453) to the margrave of Bradenburg:

Magnus Teucer [Mehmed II Fatih] . . . exaltavit namque cor suum et gloriatur se magni
Alexandri Macedonis gesta aequiparaturum vel superaturum. Minatur etiam quod Alexander
numquam se ad Ytaliam et partes occiduas armis et potentia sua penetravit se experiturum an
sibi_fortuna faveat, quemadmodum per haec orientalia expertus est.

A short extract from this letter appears in NE 3: 520, 521; a longer version, with Italian
translation in TIePN, pp. 54—57.The classical interests of the knights of Rhodes are well
documented. Even later, when Rhodes was under siege by the troops of Mehmed II,
the defender and historian of the siege, Guillaume Caoursin, composed during the siege
his famous work, describing the operations in a style that would have been of interest
to humanists. For a new edition of Caoursin’s text, with English translation and com-
mentary, cf. Philippides, Mehmed 1I the Conqueror, ch. 8.

Supra, ch. 5, for the text and its translation.

CC 1: 78. This statement of Isidore suggests that Mehmed II was fluent in numerous
languages. In fact this erroneous impression prevailed in the west. For an investigation
into this topic and for doubts with regard to the exaggerated views expressed during
the Renaissance about Mehmed II's linguistic abilities, cf. C.G. Patrinelis, “Mehmed II
the Conqueror and his Presumed Knowledge of Greek and Latin,” Viator: Medieval and
Renaissance Studies 2 (1971): pp. 349-355.

Hofmann, “Quellen zur Isidor als Kardinal und Patriarch,” pp. 143—157: Nam numquam
Nero crudelissimus, numquam Thyestes, qui prioprios filios edendos patri trad<d>idit . . . regem
Alexandrum admirandum Macedonem cum minore potentia subiuga<viss>e totum orbem, et hunc,
qui iam imperiale regnum Constantinopolis obtinuit et habet innumerabilem exercitum non posse
totum orbem submittere. The learned cardinal perhaps overlooked the first part of the myth,
in which Thyestes had been the victim of his brother Atreus’s actions. Cf. the account
in supra, ch. 5, n. 58. It is more likely that the allusion here is to the eventual murder of
Atreus by Thyestes and Aegisthus, as related in Apollodorus, Epitome 2.14.The “cruel”
murder of Atreus by Thyestes is illustrated in detail on a two-handled amphora by the
Darius Painter, housed in the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston (1991.437), that dates to
340-330 BC.

CC 1: 100-106. CC 1 presents selections from the epistle. There is a complete edition,
which, however, includes errors in transcription. Cf. Welykyi, “Duae Epistulae Cardinalis
Isidori Ineditae,” pp. 286—289.

TIePN, p. 80.

Ibid. In Isidore’s letter to the doge Nero is described as follows (Welykyi, “Duae episto-
lae,” p. 288): Nam nunquam Nero crudelissimus, nunquam Thyestes, qui proprios filios edendos
patri tradidit, nunquam alius Neronior auditus est tantam crudelitatem committere. Identical is
his statement to the city of Florence (Hofmann, “Quellen zu Isidor als Kardinal und
Patriarch,” p. 254).

TIePN, p. 86:

Gentilitas ait Scipionem gloriam tantarum rerum fortitudine comparasse, Gneum Pompeium
benivolentia, Iulium Caesarem fortuna, Alexandrum Macedonem audacia laborumgque toleran-
tia. . .. Et quis, quaeso, triumphus Romanorum huic tam iusto, tam glorioso comparari poterit?
Pauline Aemilii an M. Macelli, an Publii Scipionis, an Gnaei Pompeii?

Leonardo is placed squarely within the humanistic sphere by Cyriacus of Ancona, who
had met him, as he notes in a letter of 1444; cf. Bodnar with Foss, letter 6, pp. 15-27: Vid-
imus et inter praeclaros eo loco viros Leonardum, venerandum religione ac divinarum et humanarum
litterarum peritissimum hominem, quocum multis cum nobilibus splendido in symposio fuimus.
Cyriacus mentions Leonardo once again in a letter of the 27th of August 1444, which
was probably written in Constantinople (Bodnar and Foss, Letter 15 [pp. 84-86]):
hodie . . . reverendissimum patrem Leonardum, Lesbeum pontificem, ad hanc urbem adventatem
hylaritate revisimus.
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PG 159: col. 937 (not in CC 1): Fortunam, inquit [sc. Mehmed 11|, tentare licebit. An Mac-
edonis potentia mea maior fuit, cui orbis minore cum exercuit paruit? Is it a coincidence that
Cardinal Isidore uses a very similar phrase, regem Alexandrum admirandum Macedonem cum
minori potentia subiuga<vi>sse totum orbem, in his correspondence? This common phrase
and shared sentiment may represent an echo of the actual conversations between the
cardinal and his friend during the siege.

Fol. 319: Per queste tal suasion fatte piu animoso el Signor disse: temptemo la fortuna nostra,
utrum la mia potentia sia magior de quella d Alexandro macedonico, al qual cum minor exercito del
mio tutto el mondo obedite.

Maius 3.7.8:

dwekpidn ovy 6 dunpdic [emir, that is, sultan] koi elwe: . . . tvo kai Mueig Té vV Ty
TOMV YVOPIoOUEV, €1 ApEGTOV DT £0TL Kol Bondion Muiv ¢ kai £T€polg WOALOIC.
otsilov 0OV Emi 1oV Todotdy puAaKV Tva, iva pn) Aabpaing & oTod meplcmot
kol tf] worel fondncwaotv.

Codex Barberinus 111 24: Tote elwe 6 GovAtdvog &TL Vil piv otadodve, pove vir
wolepodot, kol elme, 8TL: Téyo ViL lxe mePLEGOTEPT SHvau 6 AréEavpog 6 Moxedmv
@O Euéva, 0oL £mijpe GAOV TOV KOGHOV; Aotmov OEA® vaL wohepd kol vaL doKipdlom
TNV TOYMV.

For extensive source discussions and scholarly interpretations of the tern “Janissary,” cf.
supra, ch. 5, n. 60.

CC 1: 128-130. There is an echo of Leonardo’s usage of this term in the secondary
text of Tignosi da Foligno, who employs “Myrmidones” in a more accurate context.
He assigns them to Achilles and not to Alexander; TIePN, pp. 108—110: Tria sunt quae
non modo interritos sed audacissimos ferunt hostes: primum ab oppidanis omnino desperatum
subsidium, secundum defensorum paucitas, tertium ipsorum multitudo quae excreverat <ita> ut
Achillis Mirmidones viderentur. On this author and his account, cf. infra, text with n. 92.
Fol. 314:

cum trecento millia combattenti, et atorno la citade fermo i pauioni, militi piu de cauallo che
pedoni, fra li qual pedoni li piu audaci erano deputadi a custodia del Signor, et de la sua porta,
li qual da picoli insuxo Christiani, ouer fioli de Christiani son fatti Turchi dicti_Janizari, come
i Mirmidoni apresso i Macedonici, et sono 15000.

This point is discussed, with the relevant texts, in Philippides, Mehmed II the Conqueror,
ch. 1.

CC 2:132.Selections from Sekoundinos’s text in CC 2: 128—140;and in NE 3:316-323.
Both editions contain long extracts, but not the complete text of the speech. The com-
plete text (with inaccuracies, as it is based on inferior manuscripts) is found only in VV.
Makusev, ed., Monumenta historica Slavorum Meridiolanum vicinorumgque populorum 1 (War-
saw, 1874), pp. 295-306.

Tetaldi 23 (Philippides, Mehmed II the Conqueror, pp. 208-210). We possess very few facts
about this individual who wrote an eyewitness account of the siege and fall of Constan-
tinople. Even his very name appears to be in doubt, as it is spelled variously. Thus his
Christian name appears as Giacomo, Jacopo, or Jacques, while versions of his last name
include Tetaldi, Edaldy, Tetardi, Tedardi, Detaldi, and Tedaldi. The manuscript tradition of
his account is also confused. His text has come down to us in a French and in a Latin
version. The French text is contained in the following manuscripts: Paris. fr. 2691, fols.
264-271 (incorporated in the Chronique of Jean Chartier); Paris. fr. 15217, fols. 67'—72";
Paris. fr. 6487, fols. 18-21; Cambrai 1114, fols. 28-30; and Bruxell fr. 19684, tols. 253-256
(as part of an anonymous chronicle). It has been argued persuasively that our French text
represents the amalgam of two different traditions, as the Cambrai manuscript bears little
relationship to the other five French versions. The manuscripts of Tetaldi have been stud-
ied by M-L. Concasty, “Les ‘Informations’ de Jacques Tedaldi sur le siege et la prise de
Constantinople,” Byz 24 (1954): pp. 95-110, but the conclusions are rather speculative,
as it has been stressed by Setton in PaL 2: 111, 112 n. 9. Concasty’s article, nevertheless,
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remains the only modern scholarly study of Tetaldi. That the Latin version is earlier than
the French text has been argued in Philippides, Mehmed II the Conqueror, ch. 5. The par-
allel passage (ch. 22) in the French version is not quite equivalent and it resurrects the
notion of cruelty associated with Nero, which we have encountered in Isidore’s letters:

On trouve par ceulx qui les fuis du Turc ont cogneu ses condicions & sa puissance,
qui est de I'age de ving-trois & vingt-quatre ans, plus cruel que Neron, se delectant
a respandre sang humain, courageux & ardant de seignourer & converser tout le
monde: voire plus qu’Alexandre, ne Cesar, ne aultre vaillant qui ait esté allegué qu’il
a plus grande puissance & seignourie que nul d’eulx n’avoit: & tousjours faisoit
lire leur histoire, demande ot & comment est posé Venise, combien loing de terre
ferme, & comme on y puet entrer par mer & par terre. Et tient legier luy seroit faire
ung grant pont durant de Margara a Venise: pour poivoir passer ses gens d’armes.
Pareillement deman e de Romme ou elle est assise, & du duc de Milan, & de ses vail-
lans: & d’autres choses que de guerre ne parle.

It was first published in M. Sensi, “Niccolo Tignosi da Foligno. L'opera e il pensiero,”’
Annali della Facolta di Lettere e filosofia dell’ Universita degli Studi di Perugia 9 (1971/1972):
pp- 423—431; its pertinent sections have been reprinted, with Italian translation, in TIePN,
pp. 102—121. Tignosi’s account is not widely known and has not been used in modern
scholarship. Its information deserves a fresh look and evaluation. On Tignosi, see now N.
Bisaha, Creating East and West (Philadelphia, 2004), pp. 87, 88 and 126—128.

TIePN, p. 102: a quodam Pisaurense, qui toto bello Constantinopolitano affuit et in conflictus fine
latuit in caverna per dies aliquot. For an evaluation of this work, see SF, ch. 1, no. B7, p. 37.
Tignosi’s information is probably authentic, for many other survivors attempted to hide
in hollows and caverns. See, for example, Barbaro 55 (CC 1: 34): Ma i nostri marcadanti
che scapolo queli si se scoxe in le caverne soto tera; passada il furia, queli si fo trovadi da Tisrchi,
e tuti si_fo prexi e poi vendudi per schiavi. Exactly where these caverns were located is not
specified, but it is possible that the huge water cisterns of Constantinople are meant.
A number of them, such as the cisterns of Aetius or Aspar in the vicinity of the critical
sector, were easily accessible to those defenders who may have been seeking shelter, once
they had abandoned their posts on the fortifications around the palace of Blakhernai or
the Kaligaria Gate.

TIePN, p. 108.

On the numerous followers of Leonardo in Italian, Greek, and Latin, see SF, pp. 14-26.
Languschi-Dolfin fol. 313:

El Signor Maumetho gran Tirco . . . aspirante a gloria quanto Alexandro Macedonico, ogni
di; se fa lezer historie romane, et de altri da uno compagno di Chiriaco d’Ancona, et da uno
altro Italo, da questi se fa lezer Laertio, Herodoto, Livio, Quinto Curtio, Cronice de i papi, de
imperatori, de re di Franza, de Longobardi.

It should be noted that Cyriacus of Ancona, the father of Greek epigraphy, if not of clas-
sical archaeology, could not have been in the Porte at that time, even though Languschi-
Dolfin seems, prima facie, to state so. Cyriacus had died earlier, in 1452, at Cremona in
Italy, as the Trotti ms. 373, fol. 41, of the Ambrosian Library in Milan, makes clear: Kiria-
cus Anconitanus Cremone moritur anno Domini McCCCL secundo, “Cyriacus from Ancona
died at Cremona in 1452 Ap.” The confusion occurs because of a misreading in the
Languschi-Dolfin manuscript. The manuscript abbreviation d was incorrectly read as
detto, while the true reading has recently been shown to be di. On this point, see J.
Raby, “Cyriacus of Ancona and the Sultan Mehmed IL” JWarb 43 (1980): pp. 242—246;
Mitchell and Bodnar, Vita Viri Clarissimi et Famosissimi Kyriaci Anconitani, p. 19 n. 2; and
C.G. Patrinelis, “Kvptaxog 6 Aykovitng: 'H Affev "Yeonpeoia tov €ig v AVANV 100
YovAtdvov tob [Topbntod kot 6 Xpdvog t0d Bavdatov Avtod,” Ewetypic Etapeiog
Bolavtivey Zwovddv 16 (1968): pp. 152—160.The death of Cyriacus was also mourned
by Biondo Flavio (cf. now the excellent edition and translation by J. A. White, Biondo
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Flavio: Italy Illuminated, The I Tatti Renaissance Library 20 [Cambridge, MA, 2005], 1:
IV.5.15 (pp. 260, 261): cum nuper amiserit [sc. Ancona] Ciriacum, qui monumenta investigando
vetustissima mortuos, ut dicere erat solitus, vivorum memoriae restituebat.

Fol. 313: El fratello fece occider in Andrinopoli, acio non hauesse compagno in signoria, Cesare et
Haniballe dice che fono citadini, Alexandro fiol dil re Macedonia ando in Asia cum minor potentia.
Cf. infra, n. 97, for the comments of Eustathios, who relates an account that became
widely known among classical scholars in the late Middle Ages.

The entire letter is published in Aeneae Sylvii Piccolominei Senensis, qui post adeptum pon-
tificatum Pius eius nominis secundus appellatus est, opera quae extant omnia, nunc demum post
corruptissimas aeditiones summa diligentia castigata et in unum corpus redacta, quorum elenchum
versa pagella indicabit (Basel, sine anno [1560?]; repr. 1967): pp. 678—689 and esp. 683.
Adamo di Montaldo titles his account: De Constantinopolitano excidio ad nobilissimum
invenem Melladucam Cicadam. It was published by PA. Dethier, C. Desimoni, and C. Hopf,
“Della Conquista di Costantinopoli per Maometto II nel MCCCCLIIL,” Atti della Soci-
eta Ligure di Storia Patria 10 (1874): pp. 289-354; selections of his text, with Italian trans-
lation, were also published in TIePN, pp. 188—209. The original editors were under the
erroneous impression that the composition had been written soon after 1453, but before
1456. Modern scholarship has corrected the error: Di Montaldo wrote his account in
the 1470s, as is evident in internal evidence of the narrative. Cf. SF, p. 46; and TIePN, pp.
188, 189.

Di Montaldo, chs. 5, 6 (pp. 329-330) (not in TIePN).

Ch. 50 (p. 349; not in TIePN):

Alexandrum enijm regis Philippi filium, tot regum atque imperatorum novimus parva cum
manu victorias adeptum esse. Qui se admisso seniorum consilio desistere coeptis maluisset,
non Alexandri Magni, caeterorum trgum et ducum nomen tanta de se laudet usurpasset.
Hannibalem Africanum praeclarum in armis ducem, aequatis cum populo Romano viribus
in plurimum victorem, quis ignorant, nisi Scipio in senatu Romanos salute jam desperantes
conterruisset, urbem sibi atque imperium vendicasse.

Eustathii Archiepiscopi Thessalonicensis Commentarii, [Ipooiptov, 1: kol poptopel 0 péyag
ALEEOVOPOG, KeWNAov €ite Kol £pOd10V Kol v avTalg pdyolg v ounpiknyv Bifrov
EWAYOLEVOG, Kol TNV KeQalny, §te Dmvov déot, Emavamadev avthi. The picture of a
prince interested in history and literature was of course a well-known fopos among the
humanists of the period. See, e.g., the comments of Biondo Flavio in his Praefatio to
his Italia Illustrata (1, 1V.6.27): Clarissimi etiam plerique senatores, consularesque viri, et non-
nulli gloriosissimi principes, qui bellis artibus res gesserunt aeterna dignas memoria, delectati sunt
historia.

MCT, p.500:“It can hardly be doubted that Mehmed knew of these works in his earlier
youth.”

3.9.4:

apuveitar o1 Meydpwv €6 tag ABNvog. Kotelxe yop avtov Epmc 6eOdPOS TG
WOAEWG TAVTNG KOl PPOVIGENDG TAV EvTadBa wPoyeyovoT®V avopdV Kol Tig GAANG
avdpelag kai dpetiic kai TV WOAADY Kol BavpacTdv Epymv, @V v Toic Kat’ avToic
Kkapoig Emedeifavto kol wpog "EAnvag kai wpog PapPdapovg dyovilopevol. kai
Sweddpet ideiv 1€ kal ioTopfioot THY T€ WOMV aDTHV TOVG TE TOWOVGS 01¢ Ol Gvpeg
8KETVOL EmOMTEDOVTO . . . Kai £10g kai 8000pace Kol EmVEsE Kol pdMGTd ye 1) THY
axpOTOIMY AvaPag £ OV A@O T& TAV EPELBIOV KOl TOV AEWAVOV OG GOPAG TE
Kol QUAEAANV Kol péyag Paotdedg To apyoio kol Gptio. 6Toyalonevos.

As a result of his visit, the Athenians were granted notable privileges: “Mehmed treated
the Athenians with generosity and granted the wishes they presented to him. He con-
firmed the liberties . .. already conferred on them” (MCT, p. 160). Mehmed’s own notes
in his exercise books on learning and writing Greek reveal a sophisticated hand and a
calligraphy that could easily be the envy of any humanist. On the literary interests of
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Mehmed’s court, see J. Raby, “Mehmed the Conqueror’s Greek Scriptorium,” DOP 37
(1983): pp. 15-34.

Aeneae Sylvii Piccolominei Senensis 683.

M. Philippides, “History Repeats Itself: Ancient Troy and Renaissance Istanbul,” in S.
Atasoy, ed. 550th Anniversary of the Istanbul University. International Byzantine and Ottoman
Symposium (XVth Century) 30—-31 May 2003 (Istanbul, 2004), pp. 41—68; Bisaha, pp. 87
ft.; and SF, pp. 193-204.

Filippo da Rimini, “Epistola ad Franciscum Barbarum, virum inclitum, procuratorem
Sancti Marei dignissimum [Excidium Constantinopolitanae urbis],” in PA. Déthier and C.
Hopf, eds., Monumenta Hungariae Historica, ser. Scriptores (Masodik osztaly Irok),22.1 (Sine loco
|Galata?/Pera?], sine anno [18722/1875?]), pp. 656—682. Da Rimini was well-read in clas-
sical literature and was a sophisticated author himself. A. Pertusi, ed., “La lettera di Filippo
da Rimini, cancelliere di Corfu, a Francisco Barbaro e 1 primi documenti occidentali sulla
caduta di Constantinopoli (1453),” in Mvyuoovvov Zogiag Aviwviaon, BiflioOnkn tod
EMnvikod Ivetitobtov Bevetiag Bolovtivaw kol Metafvlavtivdy Xwovddv 6 (Venice,
1974), p. 151, remarks: “Il nostro autore ¢ molto letterato: una uso stile ricercato, una
forma molto elaborata e talvolta non rifugge da espressioni baroccheggianti.Vuol mostrare
che ha letto attentamente i suoi autori latini arcaici e classici, e quindi mescola parole
archaiche.” Perhaps we should note that da Rimini was one of the acknowledged sources
of Languschi-Dolfin, who mentions the chancellor by name (fol. 313):

Adoncha lo excidio de Costantinopoli descriuo come la cosa e passada tracta la historia da
quelli autori che quella hanno scripto, come hano uisto, imperoche altramente le cose uiste, et
altramente le udite se scriveno. Le qual cose ornatamente fono desripte dal R.do vescouo de
Mettelino [Leonardo] che era in la fameija del Cardinal Sabino [Cardinal Isidore] legato
mandato per la union de Greci lo qual romaxe preson in Constantinopoli, et fu recaptado, et fu
etiam descripto da Filippo da Rimano cancellier a Corfu.

Da Rimini consistently refers to Mehmed II as “the Trojan.” The following few cita-
tions will suffice: profectus Tros Constantinopolin obsidet illuscente die invehitur Tios in urbem;
quo diro spectaculo motus Tros gestiens ad circumfusos. Within his Trojan fantasies, da Rimini
also includes an allusion to the famous Wooden Horse of the Bronze Age, to which he
compares the fortress of Rumeli Hisar that Mehmed II built prior to his siege: miseri
Thraces hostimentum Troiani equi eam fabricatam adpellare poterant; qua erecta Constantinopolis
praeter modum exterrita.

Independently, Lauro Quirini expresses similar statements with regard to the devasta-
tion (TIePN, p. 74): Mihi animo consideranti vetus Troiae excidium, Carthaginis infelicem ever-
sionem, miseram lerusalem captivitatem, Saguntinam cladem multarumque praeterea nobilissarum
urbium evasionem, nulla videtur neque foedior, neque crudelior, neque miserior fuisse. Quanto
enim Urbs nobilior ceteris erat, tanto infelicior casus. It is understandable why a repetition of
antiquity would appeal to humanists. Laonikos Khalkokondyles, who had numerous
contacts with humanists in Italy, was also aware of this humanistic construct of Turk/
Trojan and of the sack of Constantinople as an act of revenge for the fate of Bronze Age
[lium/ Troy; see Khalkokondyles (Kadellis’s edition, with English translation) 8.30 (pp.
206, 207) [= E. Darko, ed., Laonici Chalcocandylae Historiarum Demonstrationes 2 (Buda-
pest, 1923): 166—167]:

dokel 0¢ M Euppopd avtn peyiot) TOV KOTO TV OIKOLWEVIV YEVOUEVOV
vYwepParéctot 1@ mabdet, kol i) TdV Thiov wapawinciov yeyovéval, diknv yevécsHat
70D Thiov V@0 @V PapPapwv toic "EAANGL WaGoVl AmOAOVUEVOLS . . . TV TioWY
aplyOar toig "EAAnct tic wéAar wote yevouévng Thiov Euueopas.

R. Reinsch, ed., Critobuli Imbriote Historiae, CFHB 22 (Berlin and New York, 1983),
IV.11.5:

Kol apuopevog € 10 "Thov katebedro td te Ta Epelmia TOWOVTOL Kol TO
ixyvn g . . . Tpoiog kol 10 pwéyebog koi v Béowv kol v ANV TG YDpog
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£@WMNOEOTNTA . .. WPOGETL O KOL TAV NPDOOV TOVG TAPOVG I6TOPEL, AYIAAEWDG TE PNt
kol Afovtog Kol Tdv GAL@V, kol EBVESE Kol ELOKAPIGEY TOVTOVG THG Uvhumg Kol
@V Epyav kai Tt ETuyov mavéTon ‘Opnpov tod womtod. ite AéyeTan Kol pkpov
GLYKIVIGOG TNV KEPAAMV ElTEIV. £ug TS TOAE®G TODTNG KOl TOV 0TS OIKNTOP®V
£V T0600TOIS WEPLOSOLS ETAV EKIIKNTIV ETOUIEVETO O BEOC. ExElp®OGEUMY YOp TOVG
ToUTOV £X0pods Kol TG wOLeS avTdV Emoptnca kai Mvodv Aelov @ TOVvTOV
wewoinpot. "EAAMveg yop foav kol Makeddve kai Osttodol kai Ilehowovviolot
ol tavmV o wopdYcavies, @V ol dmdyovol TocovTolg & HoTEPOV WEPIOSOIG
EVIOLTAV VOV €uotl TV diknv dméticav Sid te TV T0Te £G TOVG Actavolg Nuds Kol
WOAMAKIG Yevopévny &g Dotepov Hpv avT@v.

For the Latin text with the first English translation of this early and historically signifi-
cant epistle and for further discussion, cf. supra, ch. 5, sec. 3; for the present context, cf.
par. 15.

This letter (2) is also quoted and translated, supra, ch. 5, sec. 3; for the present context,
cf. par. 6:

Cuius captivitas omnes ab initio saeculi captivitates superat et excedit: Hierosolymorum ab
Nabugodonosor<e> rege pauca equidem et parva fuit respectu tantae et tam magnae; ipsius
quidem pecuniae ablatae sunt, populus autem non fuit pedibus et manibus colligatus, sed simul
congregatus ad Babyloniam transductus est; et sacra eorum no abrepta, non conculcata, sed
Assyriorum rex ea in aedibus suis cum reverentia observabat. Similiter et comparatio nulla in
aliam civitatem potest fieri, quae huic potest adaequari.

Ego autem veniam cito ad vos, Deo dante, animam et corpus exponere pro fide Christiana et statu
Christianorum; tunc etiam narrabo, exponens modos destructionis infidelium.

CC 1: 80.The PG 159: cols. 953-956, version of this letter omits the attribution to
David and only states: Audite, omnes gentes, audite et auribus percipite, qui habitatis orbem (p.
953). We should remember that the PG version is only an abstract made by Antonino
(Antoninus), the archbishop of Florence, who, in his Chronicon seu opus historiarum
(Niirnberg, 1484), part III, ch. 13, states: Haec in substantia sunt in litteris praedictis, etsi
aliqualiter verba immutata. This statement of the archbishop is omitted in this edition of
Isidore’s letter. Cf. SF, ch. 1, no. IL.5.1i (p. 28).

CC 1:82: Notum omnibus sit, domini mei et fidelissimi christiani, quoniam iam prope est Anti-
christi praecursot, Tiurchorum princeps et dominus, cuius nomen est Machometa, qui illius primi
ac principis haeresis, sed ut potius et varius dicatur impietatis est heres. The precursor of the
Antichrist citation reappears in Isidore’s letter to the community of Florence (TIePN,
p. 16): ab illo precursore Antichristi teucro Ma<h>umeth.

In the PG 159: col. 953, version (that is, the abstract by Archbishop Antonino, cf. supra,
n. 108): Tircorum princeps et dominus, servus autem tot daemoniorum, quot vitiorum, cuius
nomine es Mahumet, inimicus crucis Christi, here rei et nominis illius primi pseudoprophetae, et
latoris legis spurcissimae Hagarenorum, filius Satanae omnium_flagitosissimus.

Thus in his letter to the community of Bologna he calls the sultan “Beelzebub” (R&ll,
pp. 13=16): hic Beelzebub tamquam Christi flagellum et abominatio s<A>eculi . . . iniqui-
tate, . . . immanitate . . . impietate odit Christianos.

In addition, Isidore, in his letter to the pope, states plainly that the sultan is the instru-
ment of the devil (CC 1: 92-94): Machometa hic invenis, Tiurchorum dominus, magnus amira
nuncupatus . . . crudelior et magis tyrannicus est et maiorem habet potentiam et ultitudinem
exercitus, abundabili militia constra Christianos dyabolum in eo ipso suscipiens fremuit et fremit.

Ibid., 82—84. Isidore repeats the same assessment, that Mehmed wishes to wipe out the
name of Christ, in his letter that was rendered into Latin by di Bertipaglia (Silvano,
p- 250): sua barbara saevitia comminatur omne Christianum nomen radicitus excerpere.

R&ll, pp. 13-16. In the same letter, he provides a variation: ille canis cum suo damnabile
exercitu Satan<A>e in sacram illam civitatem tamquam leo rugiens. Isidore’s letters to Flor-
ence and Bologna are almost identical in the information they present and in their Latin
phraseology.
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In his letter to the doge, Isidore insists upon the injustices of the sultan, whom he labels
hostem iniquissimum (CC 1:104). In the same letter (CC 1: 102), Isidore further charac-
terizes Mehmed II as perfidus inimicus christianorum.

Supra, ch. 5, sec. 3;and CC 1:94.

For manuscripts, editions, and translations of Isidore’s letters, ct. SF, ch. 1, IL5 (pp.
26-31).

We follow the Silvano edition of the manuscript, which reads tyrannicam and extirpare.
The readings in the selections oftered by CC 1: 62 difter: terrenam (“earthly”) and excer-
pere (“wipe out”), respectively.

This is the text of the Antonino abstract, as printed in PG 159: col. 953.The text of Isi-
dore’s actual letter differs; cf. CC 1: 82: Antichristi praecursor, Turchorum princeps et dominus,
cuius nomen est Machometa, qui illius primi ac principis haeresis, sed ut potius et veracius dicatur
impietatis est heres, qui multo magis nequam est quam ille primus.

Again the text belongs to Antonino’s abstract. CC 1 omits this section of the letter,
while the edition by Welykyi, “Duae Epistulae,” pp. 285-291, does not present a text
that duplicates or suggests the characterization in Antonino’s abstract. The differences
among the existing manuscripts and the abstract suggest that Antonino perhaps had
another copy of this letter before him, whose text apparently differed from our trans-
mitted text.

Again the text belongs to Antonino’s abstract and is not reflected in CC 1 or in the
edition of Welykyi.

PG 159: col. 956; the reference is not encountered in the text of CC 1 or in the edition
of Welykyi.

Supra, text with nn. 106 and 107.

Supra, text with n. 112.

TIePN, p. 14: Latorem privatum fratrem Johannem dignetur Dominatio vestra reverendissima
benigne eum videre et amplecti, quem omnipotens Deus felicem et incolumem conservet etc.
Philippides, Mehmed II the Conqueror, pp. 128, 129.

The letter to Florence is edited in its entirety by Hofmann, “Quellen zu Isidore von
Kiew als Kardinal und Patriarch,” pp. 43—157 (text: pp. 152—154). The letter to Bologna
is edited in R&lL, pp. 13—16.

Supra, nn. 108-113.

Bologna: ab illo precursore Antichristi, Teucro Maumeth . . . ille canis cum suo damnabilie exer-
citu Satanae . . . tamquam leo rugens. Florence: ab illo iniquissimo precursore Antichristi, Teucro
Machometh . . . ille canis cum suo damnabili exercitu Satanae. The “lion” simile is omitted in
the Bologna letter.

Silvano, p. 250 (identical text in CC 12: 64): dolens Isidorus . . . qui huius crudelissimi excidii
verissimus testis sum et impiorum manus nutu divino miserabiliter evasi. At the end of this let-
ter he repeats his personal grief: Ego denique dolens Isidorus.

CC 1: 66: me Deus, opinot, servare voluit, ut reliquas tales ac tantas infortunatissimae illius urbis
adversitates conspiciam.

CC 1:78: Quomodo autem impias manus effugerim, brevi cognosces cum in Italiam pervenero:
perdisces enim tunc omnia. In addition, cf. supra, ch. 5, sec. 3, letter 1.

RO, p. 15: Testis ego sum qui vidi, qui pr<A>eda Teucri factus fueram et mirabile sic Deo
volente ab ira sceleratissimi pr<A>edonis evasi. Isidore repeats the same statement verbatim
in an almost identical letter to Florence; cf. Hofmann, “Quellen zu Isidor von Kiew
als Kardinal und Patriarch,” p. 147. The cardinal paraphrases slightly in his letter to the
Doge of Venice, Francesco Foscari, Welykyi edition (not included in the selections of
CC 1), p. 290: Testis ego sum, qui vidi, qui praeda Teucri factorum_fueram et miserabiliter, sic Deo
volente, ab ira eius sceleratissimi praedonis evasi.

CC 1: 84: de manibus impiorum me Deus eripuit, ut Jonam ab utero ceti. The Antonino
abstract paraphrases (PG 159: col. 955): de manibus eorum me eripuerit Deus, ut _Jonam de
ventre ceti.
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Silvano, p. 248. This passage is not among the selections oftered in CC 1. Of course,
lamentations over the fate of Constantinople eventually become a genre and are com-
monplace in the histories that were produced in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries,
as well as in popular songs and demotic literature. In this example, Isidore has produced
some of the earliest. In general, cf. Andromache Karanika, “Messengers, Angels, and
Laments for the Fall of Constantinople,” in M.B. Bacharova, D. Dutch, and A. Suter, eds.
The Fall of Cities in the Mediterranean: Commemoration in Literature, Folk-Songs, and Liturgy
(Cambridge, 2016), pp. 226-252.

For the Latin text with English translation, cf. supra, ch. 5, sec. 3, letter 1, esp. par. 15.
For the Latin text with English translation, cf. supra, ch. 5, sec. 3, letter 2, esp. par. 6.
These are precisely the sections of the epistula that were not published in CC 1.They
are to be found in Welykyi, “Duae Epistulae”:

cum permissione Dei Constantinopolitana urbs capta est, aliquos habitatorum denegavit,
aliquos pedibus et manibus ligavit, et per collum ligatos extra urbem deiecit, dico, tam nobiles
quam populares, tam monachos quam monachas consecratosque autem aliosque simplices popu-
lares; et feminas virtute praeditas et nobilitate vitupera<vi>sse et indecorate detractas et nonullis
iniuriis refertas ac si meretrices depostubulae institutae essent detrahebat, credens opprobriosas
ac inhoneste eas vituperans absque misericordia et compassione; et alia et tanta contra eas pera-
gens. . .. Adulescentulos vero pueros et puellas a parentibus segregabat et divisim eos vendebat.
Infantes tam masculos quam feminas communia suis parentibus perdebat; matres suis filiis
privabantur, uxores autem suis viris, et viri ab uxoribus misere plorantibus et linguentibus liq-
uebantur, qui et quae disiuncti et ad partes Orientis deducti vendebantur per totam Europam.
Patres orbati sunt filiis et filii patribus, quorum lacrimas, ullula plena doloribus quis unquam
tam compos mente ac lingue posset explicare quibus fundebantur, dum segregabant sorores vero
cum sororibus amplexis oscula conferebant, heu!, heu!, nobis dicentes, quae nostrum alteram
videbit et verbis assuetis fruetur dulcibus et iocundis. Illi enim et ille qui paulum principes
fuerunt servis suis deteriores effecti sunt; famuli et subiecti cogebant nonnullos esse Teucri nefarii.
Negatores fidei Christianae de adolescent<ium> numero numero a decimo infra fieri, et suae
neglectae despectae et inregulatae fidei adoratores arcebant esse. His tamen paucis de omnibus,
de tantarum rerum numero vobis censeo satisfieri.

139 Again and only in Welykyi, ibid.:

140

Secundo iniurias quas tulerunt versus sacra templa sacratissimae gloriosae virginis Mariae et
aliorum sanctorum, contra imagines et reliquias eorum, versus sacratissimas passionis imagines
Domini nostri Iesu Christi ineffabiles ignominias et verba detestanda, quibus usi sunt in sacra
evangelia eius et in libros sanctorum et in exornationem templorum, et in sacra altaria tam Latina
quam Graeca, et in sacras atque divinas cruces, et omnia denique honorabilia et venerabilia apud
Christianos sunt. Quis unquam absque maxima suspiratione, lacrimarum et cordis luctu et man-
uum tremore discurrere poterit illud nomen propheticum verbum illico est consummatum in ipsa
expugnationis die, dicens, venerunt reges in hereditatem tuam, deturpaverunt templum sanctum
tuum, sed potius templa sancta tua. Urbem namque Constantini speluncam latronum nefariorum
et locum sordidum, impiorum habitationem et residentiam malefactorum omnium constituerunt.

Ibid., p. 290:

Mox enim in templum eximium et praeclarae Sanctae Sophiae ingressi sunt et sanctissimas
imagines sanctorum et sanctarum omnes pedibus conculcaverunt, deturpaverunt, et dirrumpe-
runt. Super quos omne genus vituperii, opprobrii desorditans indica<ve>runt. Similia his et
in sacra plebe, hoc est paramenta, egerunt. Haec eadem acta sunt et in sacratissimis flammibus.
Eorum qui in sacra altaria ascendentes et assalientes vociferando iubilabant et sic Mahometum
impium hymnis et laudibus extollebant et, ut virtutem et maximum omnium prophetarum
prophetam et destructorem fidei Christianae omnibus intimabant, inter maxima enim illi Teu-
crorum nefarii ascribunt templi regimen eiusdem famosae Sanctae Sophiae, ascenderunt et cru-
cem Christi eius cacumini infixam deiecerunt.
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The letter to Bologna is edited in R&ll, pp. 13—16. The letter to Doge Foscari was
first published by Welykyi, “Duae Epistulae,” pp. 286—289. Professor Luigi Silvano is
currently preparing a new edition of Isidore’s letter to Foscari, on the basis of three
manuscripts, two of which were unknown to former editors.

The phrase perditi Mahumeth is taken from similar phraseology in his letter to Florence;
the ms. reads: praedicti Magni.

The ms. reads anconas, but iconas can be restored from the Florence text.

Silvano, “Per I’epistolario di Isidoro di Kiev,” pp. 240-250.

Welykyi, “Duae Epistulae,” p. 290. The Antonino abstract, PG 159: col. 956, reads as
follows:

Expugnata Constantinopoli illis atrocissimis rebus non cententus callidissimus et cruentissimus
Mahometus, Christicolarum summus inimicus ad ulteriora se extendit e triremes inter magnas
et parvas iam centum septuaginta praeparavit et ad Mare Aegaeum misit ad insulas Cycladas
sibi subiciendis. Exinde se praparat cum infinito exercitu ad tre surbes notabiles et potentes prope
Danubium sitas transmigrare easque expugnare: unam quam Periston nucupamus, alteram
Forabium, tertiam Bellogradum, intendens post totam percurrere Hungariam eamque spoliare,
devastare, conterere, ut neminem retro se dimitat impedire ad alia loca profisci volentem. Quin
etiam ad Italiam quam citius transmigrare contendit praeparaew quoque conatur galeas magnas
et parvas trecentas navesque magnas viginti, pedestrium et equestrium exercitum ultra centum
millia et sic a Durrhachio Brundusium transire contendit, quae civitas sita est in regno Apuliae.

It is not known how the cardinal obtained this faulty intelligence. These are probably
his own inferences and cannot be supported by any real intelligence information. In
fact, the armies of Mehmed did not threaten Italy until much later, until the year pre-
ceding the sultan’s death, when an expedition landed in Apuleia and occupied Otranto
(1480). Using Otranto as a base, the Turks launched raids as far as Lecce, Brindisi, and
Taranto. The duke of Calabria, Alfonso, joined forces with his father, King Ferrante of
Naples, and with the support of the pope to begin a campaign against the invaders. In
October 1480 the Turkish expeditionary force was compelled to withdraw within the
walls of Otranto, while its commander returned to Constantinople to ask for reinforce-
ments. After Mehmed IT’s death in 1481 the Ottoman garrison departed Otranto. But
by the time of this razzia, Isidore had been dead for over ten years. For the attempt of
the Ottomans to establish a base for the future conquest of Italy in 1481, cf. E. Fossati,
“Dal luglio 1480 al 16 aprile 1481:"opera di Milano,” Archivio storico lombardo 36 (1909):
pp- 1-71; G. Panarco, “In terra d’Otranto dopo I'inasione turchesca,” Rivista storica sal-
entina 7 (1913): pp. 35-56; P. Coco, La Guerra contro i Turchi in Otranto. Fatti e persone,
1480-1481 (Lecce, 1945); A. Bombaci, “Venezia e la impressa turca di Otranto,” Rivista
storica italiana 56 (1954): pp. 159-203; and MCT, pp. 390-396.

Rall, pp. 15, 16:

His ergo omnibus accensus et illectus dulcedine tam magn<A>e atque epulentis pr<A>ed <A>e,
volens sequi fortunatos cursus su<A>e victori<A>e, non est dubitandum, quod totis spiritibus
vigilare volet ad res magnas peragendas contra Christianos. Et si quies aliqua conceditur sibi in
hoc principio et permittetur ampliare potentiam, teneat pro certo Vestra Magnificentia omnesque
Christifideles, quod non desinet vexare mundum, donec Deus velit eum disperdere. Credo enim
nec ambigo, quod inductis regibus et principibus Christianis ad unionem pro ex<s>ultatione
sanct<A>e Crucis et nominis sacratissimi_Jesu, nedum potentia, quam habet ille impiissimus
Teucer, sed ter tantum potenti<A>e, non poterit prevalere contra nos.

Hofmann, “Quellen zu Isidor von Kiew als Kardinal und Patriarch,” p. 148:

Magni est certe animi, mal<a>e mentis, appetitus insatiabilis, proclivis ad qu<a>eque pessima;
habet potentiam magnam, obedientiam apparatus, maximos et bellicosos et pecuniarum copiam;
eis ergo omnibus accensus et illectus dulcedine tam magn<a>e et opulentis pr<a>ed<a>e,
volens sequi fortunatos cursus su<a>e victori<a>e, non est dubitandum, quod totis spiritibus
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vigilare volet ad res magnas peragendas contra Christianos. Et si quies aliqua sibi concedetur in
hoc principio et permittetur ampliare potentiam, teneat pro certo Vestra Magnificentia omnesque
Christi fideles, quod non desinet vexare mundum, donec velit Deus eum disperdere. Credo enim
nec ambigo, quod reductis regibus et principibus Christianis ad unionem pro ex<s>ultatione
sanct<a>e crucis et nominis sacratissimi Jesu, nedum potentia, quam habet ille impiissimus
Teucer, sed ter tantum potenti<a>e, non poterit prevalere contra nos.

Isidore emphasizes the need for immediate action in his letter to Capranica:

Sed Constantinopolis iam extincta est eodemque die etiam Latinorum civitas Pera. Ad haec
nonnullae equidem plures aliae civitates aut partes septentrionales, <quae> tam Graeciae
<quam> Europae sunt, ruina maxima imminentur, Mytilena scilicet, Chius, Rhodus, Lemnus,
Livorus [Lerus?], Euboea ceteraeque plures. Ob quam causam scribo ad suam Beatitudinem
sacrumgque collegium ut tut<el>am diligentiamque adhibeant ad resistendum, quam citius pos-
sit fieri contra infideles Christi ne, si tardabitur, videant eos in Italia, quemadmodum ipsi Tisrci
cogitant atque deliberant.

According to CC 2: 498, this letter was written on the 6th of July. TIePN, p. 13 n. 1,
clarifies and states: questa lettera, come pure Ualtra seguente benché scritta forse un giorno prima
dell’altra, venne anch’essa affidata a quel fra Giovanni che si apprestava a salpare con una piccola
nave verso 'Italia. There is no date in the ms., if our text is complete. For the text, cf.
TIePN, pp. 12—-15.

Silvano, p. 250 [same text in CC 1: 62].

CC 1:98-100:

Quapropter deprecor, exoro atque adhortor vestram Beatitudinem ut cito fiat aliqua providentia
superinde, exinde omnem modum et industriam Beatitudo vestra teneat ad propugnandum et
occurendum et conterendum huiusmodi novi Mahometi malignum propositum; quod equidem
fiet, Domino disponente, si vestra Beatitudo curabit et festinabit in Italiam pacem fieri; quae
cum Domino fiet, ut etiam alio consequatur bona quae Deus et vestra Beatitudo exoptat.

Ibid., p. 100: Ego autem veniam cito ad vos, Deo dante, animam et corpus exponere pro fide
Christiana et statu Christianorum; tunc etiam narrabo, exponens modos destructionis infidelium.
Welykyi, “Duae Epistulae,” pp. 290, 291:

Credo, non ambigo, quod inductis regibus et princibus Christianis ad unionem et exultationem
sanctae crucis et nominis sanctissimi lesu, nedum potentia quam habet ille impiissimus Teucer,
sed omnium infidelium potentia non poterit praevalere contra nos. Sed inter omnes mundi
potentias nullam video tam apte tamque benigne tamque ample et abundante assicurare posse
subsidia debita pro opportunitate tantae rei quam excellentissimam Dominationem vestram.
Considero namque mecum victorias <vestras> paratas trans mare, considero potentiam illam
sacrae Dominationis <vestrae>, considero illam magnificentissimam urbem vestram manibus
Dei fabricatam altamque mundi monarchiam; video pietatem, video religionem, magnanimi-
tatem ad ommes res; nullus pavor, nulla inimicorum potentia nullaque maior impensa vos
tenuerit pro exaltatione nominis et status vestri, sed (quod horum maius est) pro reddendo
pacem universali ecclesiae, quot labores, <quot> pericula subistis! Non passa est illa gloriosa
Dominatio quo ecclesia Dei et beatissimi eius pastores ab aliqua potentia paterentur oppro-
brium. Et de hoc adduco verum testem illum potentem Federicum Barbarossa<m> qui facturus
persecutor capitalissimus beatissimi Papae Alexandri, et inde quaeritans pro sumendo vindictam
non passa est illa sacra dominatio, gerens fidei zelum in pectore, quod beatissimus ille pastor ob
fidei catholicae tumultum indebitas poenas lueret. Itaque sua forti potentia irruens contra illum
imperatorem eum devicit et sic rediit salvum illum antistitem beatissimum et pastorem qui post-
modum conculcata superbia et imperiis imperat; et hanc victoriam adeptam designat pictura illa
memoranda in novo praetorio illius Almae civitatis mirabiliter descripta. Etiam descripta victoria
et c<h>ronica illius imperatoris nefarii Federici praedicti in quodam libro nomine Florita, in
quo quidem gesta omnia mundi sunt inserta. Itaque tot naves, quot galeae vestra Dominatio
propria sua virtute armatas tenuit illa Alma praefata civitats pro tenendo securius et paccatum
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mare a piratis, ut non damnificent Christianis. Haec omnibus nota sunt, non egent memoria;
omittam alia multa quae mundus totus novit. Sed solum dicam quibus modis, quo impulsu
Dominatio illa solita est parare ornatus maritimos contra perfidum genus Teucrorum et quot
eorum trucidavit et quot eorum destruxit, et quot eorum captitavit, et quot eorum galeas et fustas
diversimode cepit et disperdidit; testes illi Teucri sunt, qui multa damna passi sunt. Nunc vero
vestra Dominatio patietur quod pro tanta magna iniquitate, quae quae toto mundo damnabilis
est, tanta quoque ignominia et <tanto> periculo fidei Christianae, contra honorem Dei, non
exponantur vires omnes ad submittendum hostem, non cogitari, non credi potest? Quis ergo
et hoc in tempore dubitare poterit quod vestra Christianissima Dominatio his subsecutis tot
malis in opprobrium Christianae religionis tollerare possit, non sumere vindictam? Quis etiam
credere potest, vestra Dominatio, quod hic perfidus inimicus Christianorum et tuae dominatinis
dominari debeat hunc Levantem? Mi<ni>me me certe extitit nemo <qui> aliud credere potest.

Ibid.

Hofmann, “Quellen zu Isidor von Kiew als Kardinal und Patriarch,” p. 148.

His bellicose attitude is already present in his earliest letter, cf. supra, n. 156. In this com-
munication, Isidore provides specifics about the materiel needs for the upcoming war:
Et licet auditum est multas habere galeas et magnum exercitum.

The most detailed account can be found in R. Schwobel, The Shadow of the Crescent: The
Renaissance Image of the Tirk (1453—1517) (Nieuwkoop, 1967), pp. 5-10.

On Tetaldi (and bibliography), cf. Philippides, Mehmed II the Conqueror, pp. 21-26. For
the Latin text and an English translation of this account (including Tetaldi’s “appendix”
that explicates the planned crusade), cf. pp. 136-217.

Thus on 24 February 1454, Philip the Good of Burgundy and his knights of the Golden
Fleece took, in a melodramatic ceremony, the so-called “Oath of the Pheasant” and
pledged to wage holy war against the Turks. On the duke of Burgundy and his inter-
est in Constantinople, cf. Y. Lacaze, “Politique ‘méditeranéenne’ et projets de croisade
chez Philippe le Bon: De la chute de Byzance a la victoire chrétienne de Belgrade (mai
1453—juillet 1456,” Annales de Bourgogne 61 (1969): pp. 5-42, 81-132; A. Grunzweig,
“Philippe le Bon et Constantinople,” Byz 24 (1954): pp. 47-61; and R.Vaughan, Philip
the Good: The Apogee of Burgundy (London, 1970). The court of Burgundy exhibited
a very strong interest in Constantinople at this time. Cf., e.g., the beautiful Lamen-
tatio Sanctae Matris Ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae composed by Guillaume Dufay (ca.
1400-1474) [= B. Becherini, “Due canzoni di Dufay del codice Fiorentino 2794, La
Bibliofilia 43 (1941): pp. 124—-127]. An Italian translation of the French/Latin text of this
poem appears in CC 2: 318; or the fascinating miniature of ms. Paris. fr. 9087, fol. 207",
in the Bibliothéque Nationale at Paris, which depicts the siege of 1453. It was prepared
specifically for the duke, in connection with the fifteenth-century Burgundian traveler,
Bertrandon de la Brocquicre. Its depiction of the city is topographically accurate, in
general terms, but the buildings and the fortifications are given western form and style.
Discussion of this miniature in MP, p. 549.

Marcello was accompanied by a Porte ofticial when he returned to Venice after com-
pleting the initial negotiations in Constantinople; for other individuals who assisted
Marcello in his mission, cf. MCT, pp. 111 and 112. For the treaty itself, cf. RdD 3: 186
ff. Also, cf. Pal 2: 140.

For this conflict and the humanistic attempt to create a proper, classical context for the
siege and sack, cf. among others the admirable investigations by M. Meserve, Empires of
Islam in Renaissance Historical Thought (Cambridge, MA, and London, 2008); N. Bisaha,
Creating East and West: Renaissance Humanists and the Ottoman Tirks (Philadelphia, 2004);
and, more recently, the admirable, detailed synthesis of J. Schiel, Mongolesturm und Fall
Konstantinopels: Dominikanische Erzihlungen im diachronen Vergleich, Europa im Mittel-
alter 19 (Berlin, 2011), who treats the religious reaction to the Christian losses in the
Levant (including a detailed analysis of Leonardo’s narrative). Schiel, however, devotes
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only three or four sentences to Isidore, and, consequently, the analysis presented in this
chapter is the only study of the writings of Isidore’s Cretan sojourn in existence.
Francesco Filelfo writes of his captive relatives in a letter to the physician Pierre Tomasi;
cf. the entire letter in E. Legrand, Cent-dix lettres grecques de Frangois Filelfe publiées
intégralement pour la premiére fois d’apres le Codex Trivulzianus 873 avec traduction, notes et
commentaires (Paris, 1892), p. 66:

non solum quod et socrum mihi carissimam Manfredinam Auriam [the daughter of the
famous teacher Manuel Chrysoloras], nobilissimam et prudentissimam feminam, ac duas
eius et socii mei_Johannis Chrysolorae, praestantissimi equites aurati et erudissimi vici, filias,
meorum quatuor filiorum materteras, in obscuram servitutem a barbaris et teterrimis Tisrcis
actas audio, sed eo magis quod ea urbe etiam matre sum usus et altrice educatricique iuventae
studiorum meorum.

In addition, cf. his letter to Leodisio Cribelli (p. 66); the letter to André of Ferrara (p.
67); the letter (in Greek) to his son Giovanni Mario (p. 69); and the letter to Ludovico
of Mantua (p. 69). In desperation the Philhellene Filelfo wrote a fawning ode to
Mehmed II (under the heading Maopet 1@ péya<->avdévrn kol péyo<->apvpd tdv
Tovpkwv), in the hope of obtaining freedom for his relatives (ibid., Ode n. 11 [p. 211;
fol. 417 of the ms.]).

Comparing the sultan to ancient potentates became a fopos in humanistic circles in Italy.
Francesco Filelfo’s son, Giovanni Mario, in his epic poem, Amyris, compares the sultan
to several famous men from antiquity, including Philip II of Macedon; cf. Philippides,
Mehmed II the Conqueror, p. 5.



7 11 Cardinal Greco Vecchio
The last years

Cardinal Isidore left the haven of Crete, presumably when he had somehow
recovered from his adventures, in late summer or early fall of 1453 and returned
to Italy. Apparently, he felt concerned and isolated on the island, as he indicates
in one of his letters; he wrote to Capranica in July of that year and expressed his
anxiety, because he had received no reply(ies) to his letter(s).! What is certain
is that Isidore had not reached Italy by 11 September, when Henry of Soem-
mern produced a summary of Isidore’s adventures.”? Henry states, however, that
Isidore was expected to arrive in Rome within the next eight days.® As we
should suppose, given the ties between Crete and Venice, Isidore first arrived in
Venice and then hurriedly* departed for Rome. Leonardo Benvoglienti men-
tions Isidore’s arrival in Venice, and his swift departure for Rome in one of his
letters from late November 1453.> Once Isidore arrived in Rome, he must
have been the first authoritative eyewitness to give an accurate and detailed
account of the fall of Constantinople and he must have received a memorable
reception at the Vatican, especially since the general impression prevailed that
he had perished during the sack.® This general view also suggests that perhaps
his letters had not been received, as he himself feared, or that their contents had
not been widely known. Details are lacking from this point on, for we have no
letters issued by his pen until 1455, when the last letter of this series appears.’
It is improbable that, once he came to Italy, Isidore had not continued his
propaganda project. In fact, he must have written a large number of letters to
numerous acquaintances — friends, humanists, and Greek émigrés. These letters
are missing and apparently have not survived, but it is unthinkable that Isidore
did not correspond with others, such as Francesco Filelfo, whose relatives by
marriage (members of the family of Manuel Chrysoloras) had been enslaved.®
Filelfo would have wished at the very least to learn from Isidore what had
actually happened and what possible information he may have on his enslaved
relatives.Yet no correspondences survive (or have been found) and this remains
an unfortunate circumstance, as additional letters perhaps would increase our
knowledge of the events. It is certain that at this point in time Isidore was
still on good terms with Filelfo and their correspondence continued into the
future, but no letters from Isidore to Filelfo have survived or so it seems at this
present writing.
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The last surviving letter of Isidore with regard to the fall of Constantinople
is his epistle to the duke of Burgundy, dated the 22nd of February 1455, Data
Romae die XXII Februarii MCCCCL® quinto.” While this letter provides no new
information to what the cardinal had earlier written in Crete, it does address
the point of the official position of Genoa during the siege, a matter that was
of concern to the Genoese and to their colony at Pera.'’ Disturbing rumors of
treasonable activities had surfaced since the fall of Constantinople that the Gen-
oese of Pera had sided with Mehmed II and the Ottoman army."" During the
siege Pera had officially remained neutral, but its actual status contained ambi-
guities, as the colony supplied food and other goods to the Ottoman army. Yet
some of its citizens had volunteered and assisted in the defense of the imperial
city. Pera’s podestd, Angelo Giovanni Lomellino,'? had received instructions from
Genoa to avoid direct confrontation with the Ottoman forces. Nevertheless,
the position of Pera was precarious and Lomellino faced numerous challenges'?
in his efforts to maintain the independence of the colony. Immediately after
the conquest of Constantinople, Pera was granted an aman-name by the sultan,
who severely restricted Pera’s former privileges. The aman-name was signed by
Mehmed II’s lieutenant, Zaganos." Numerous complaints were voiced after
the siege and became axiomatic, for the Ottoman army had received substantial
help from westerners and specifically from the Genoese Perenses, whose ambig-
uous role was to assist both the emperor and sultan. These charges are echoed in
numerous secondary narratives.'® Thus the Genoese were partly blamed for the
fall, because Pera had remained officially neutral during the siege and because
Giustiniani had withdrawn from his position at the walls in the course of the
last battle.'® While early on, as we have seen,"” Isidore did not wish to speak of
these charges and of the warlord’s untimely departure, he vigorously defends in
this letter the Genoese Perenses, seeking perhaps to put an end to the circulat-
ing bad press. Moreover, we should recall that Isidore was probably ransomed by
the Perenses, who then managed for a few days to conceal him in their colony,
while the sultan was still searching for him and had put a price on his head.'
Isidore in his letter to the duke' thus paid his debt to his saviors and publi-
cally acknowledged their assistance. In this manner he absolved the Genoese
of misconduct. In no uncertain terms Isidore states that the Genoese Perenses
were on the side of Constantinople and suffered for their actions after the fall:*

Nam cum pauci essemus, diu rem bellicam, quoad valuimus, gessimus, nec deerant
nobis Ianuenses, qui omni conatu Urbem ipsam tutati sunt, et quamquam simulatu
cum Teucro viverent hocque fieret statuto consilio, tamen noctu clam ad nos eos quos
valebant ac poterant viros et sic subsidia mittebant frequentique senatu imperato-
rio aderant aliisque cum nationibus reipublicae tutandae consultabant. Et aliquis
est qui ipsis improperet eorum culpa et defectu eam Urbem in deditione devenisse
Teucrorum, salva eorum pace, non consentaneum audietur, quia, cum in eodemmet
ut periculo et discrimine laborarent, non debebant sui discriminis esse patratores.
Nam capta Constantinopoli eamet hora et Pera in potestatem pervenit Teucrorum,
destructis moenibus et rem ipsorum penitus deletam ac labefactam. Ego, qui praesens
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eram, possum verum de omnibus perhibere testimonium; nam cum viriliter et strenue
se gesserint, non dignum et improperentur, equidem loca illa omnia in potestatem
et iugum pervenerunt Teucrorum, potissime Chium et Mitilene sub tribute iam
constituta.

Indeed we were few but, as long as we possessed strength, we fought on.
We were supported in this by the Genoese, who exerted every effort to
defend the City itself, and, in spite of their pretended ofticial position with
the Turk, they dispatched to us, secretly under the cover of darkness, both
aid and men who were strong enough and able. They often participated in
the councils of the emperor for the defense of the state. I will not agree
with anyone who charges them with blame and improper behavior, as if
the City fell to the Turks because they maintained peace with them. After
all, they did their best under the dangerous circumstances and they should
not be under any suspicion. The moment that Constantinople fell, Pera also
came into the possession of the Turks. Pera’s walls were demolished and the
entire situation was shaken and was changed, as it came into their hands.
I was present and I can truthfully testify on every aspect. Since they acted
with honor and strength, it is improper for them to come under suspicion.
All of their places came under the yoke and the jurisdiction of the Turks.
Chios and Lesbos have already been reduced to tributary status.

This is the strongest defense ever produced for the Genoese and it comes from
the pen of Isidore.

Once he had reached the safety of Italy, Isidore assumed ecclesiastical duties,
but he continued to work on behalf of the liberation of the east from the Otto-
man yoke. As we have seen, he already participated in the congress convened by
Pope NicholasV immediately upon his return. He must have grown depressed
as time passed by and nothing definite could be accomplished, but he never-
theless pursued his efforts to organize a crusade to retake Constantinople. He
became further disappointed when plans for a crusade seemed to have evapo-
rated with the death of Pope NicholasV on 25 March 1455.%' In his last years,
Nicholas V had exerted himself to organize a crusade, but with his passing all
plans dissolved, as Pius II notes in his Memoirs.”> He further provides a brief
assessment of Nicholas V and of his achievements, which, he observes, were
marred by the fall of Constantinople.?

The conclave for the election of the next pope followed and Isidore took
time at that moment from his efforts to promote a crusade to the east. As his
Latin was never passable, he most probably followed the lead of his friend,
Cardinal Bessarion, who also translated for him.** In addition, Bessarion was
initially favored to become the successor to Nicholas V.** Bessarion, however,
was passed over. There seems to have emerged a campaign within the Vatican
against Greek clerics and refugees. This drive grew with time and various nota-
ble Greek émigrés fell victim to the anti-Hellenic wave, including Isidore, as we
will have occasion to note. This is the first unambiguously recorded instance, in
which Bessarion is attacked precisely because of his Greek roots. The French
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cardinal of Avignon, Alain de Coétivy (1403—1472), launched this campaign
against the candidacy of Bessarion by openly expressing anti-Greek sentiments.
He pointed out that Bessarion (and we should probably add Isidore as well)*
had retained his beard and had not been wearing a tonsure. The French cardi-
nal stresses that the Latin Church had no need of a Greek pope; moreover, he
questioned Bessarion’s sincerity in accepting the Latin doctrine.”” Needless to
say, these sentiments and western prejudices were also broadly directed at all
Greek émigré prelates.

Thus Bessarion’s candidacy failed. Instead, the least likely candidate,?® Alfonso
Borgia, the cardinal of Santi Quattro Coronati and a learned lawyer, though
advanced in age, was elected on 28 April 1455, taking the unlikely name of
Calixtus III to the surprise of everyone.?” From our point of view, it is of inter-
est to note that one of his first acts was to continue the propaganda for a crusade
that had been initiated by his predecessor. The new pope issued indulgences
and summons to prepare for the upcoming crusade.** Undoubtedly, Isidore
must have supported the papal effort with his own propaganda and drew upon
his personal experiences and adventures in the Levant. We discover that under
Calixtus, Isidore was granted a house in Rome: qu<a>edam domus sita iuxta
ecclesiam beat<a>e Mari<ae> in Via lata de Urbe,*' “a certain house situated next
to the Church of Blessed Mary on the Via Lata of the City.”** We are unaware
of any earlier rewards to Isidore during the reign of NicholasV. Perhaps we can
infer that this modest house was Isidore’s compensation for his efforts on behalf
of the Vatican before and during the siege and for his activities in support of
Calixtus III’s projected crusade, but we have no further details.

With the acquisition of a house, Isidore then was confronted with the
responsibility to organize his household personnel and his retinue. This was an
expensive proposition, one that thus far he may have avoided. His stay in Crete
and his return may have attracted impoverished individuals from Greece and
Rome, who would offer various services to the cardinal. Perhaps, related to
these needs, the pope extended the cardinal’s revenues by assigning him can-
onries in the churches on Cyprus (1 May 1456), Nicosia and Paphos, as well as
the archdeaconry of Nicosia.*> While we have no information on how Isidore
managed his financial responsibilities or what exactly his expenses were, we
may form a general comparative idea, when we consider the following known
facts that would confront Bessarion at a later date. When Bessarion took upon
himself the role of protector of the three young children of the impoverished
despot of the Morea, Thomas Palaiologos, the brother of the last emperor of
Constantinople, he set rules in writing for the expenses to be incurred in the
household of the princes and also cited specific conditions. The letter may be
authentic, by the hand of Bessarion,* but there are reasons to make it suspect
and dictate caution,” as after all we may be encountering yet another forgery
by the hand of the notorious Makarios Melissourgos-Melissenos.* In any case,
we do form an impression of what the expenses of a noble household under
the protection of the pope may have been, either in the 1460s (if indeed the
letter is actually composed by Bessarion’s hand; it is dated and signed as éx
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Poung. Avyovatov 0” av&e” £rovg. O Bnocopiav kapdivatig Kol matplapyng
Kovotaviivovmorems,” “from Rome, August 7, 1465. Bessarion, Cardinal and
Patriarch of Constantinople”) or in the 1560s—1580s (if it is a forgery). There is
a section in the letter, which addresses the question of finances:*
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Due to the requests of some friends, as well as out of his good will and
nobility, the most holy pope promised monthly to grant three hundred
ducats to the princes,® the exact sum that he had granted to their father,
the saintly despot [Thomas Palaiologos].

So the pope wishes and decrees:

1 Two hundred ducats out of the monthly grant be reserved for the
three siblings . . . to be spent for their food supplies and for that of their
small retinue of six or seven servants . . . for the purchase and feeding sup-
plies of four horses . .. for the salaries of the servants . .. and for the clothes
of the princes ... with the hope that the entire sum is not exhausted so that
they can help someone in sickness or in some other necessity. . . .

2 The remaining one hundred ducats per month (or twelve hundred per
annum) should be distributed among the lords or persons of good character
who are in the retinue of the princes, as their obedient companions and
guardians.

The most holy pope has heard that too many people are in attend-
ance there. He was amazed at our behavior. Many others had been amazed
and had even found fault with us, as they looked upon the huge number
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of dependents of the late despot [Thomas Palaiologos] and had expressed
astonishment that he supported them with ducats that were not his own,
counting on help from strangers. The case is even worse now, as more
people have arrived (since, after all there had been fewer in the past). As
this fact becomes known, blame is assigned and it is likely to fall upon the
young, orphaned princes, who possess no lordships, no well-known title,
and no fame.

Isidore may have encountered some financial hardship in properly maintaining
his new house and his retinue. Soon, however, after the acquisition of the house,
his revenues were increased, for, on 17 September 1457, he was granted addi-
tional incomes, when he assumed full rights over of the village Prino in Euboea,
which had been under the jurisdiction of the patriarchal church of Khalkis/
Negroponte.* On 5 September of the following year he was appointed arch-
bishop of Corfu, and on 9 November he was granted the Church of Santa
Agatha in Rome.*! Thus his finances appear to have improved considerably,
allowing him to reach a measure of financial stability.

Isidore returned to Venice at the beginning of 1456, where he became
involved in a legal proceeding to ensure himself of funds, perhaps needed, given
his own financial circumstances that had mounted up after he was granted
a house. Thus Isidore brought formal charges against the Venetian nobleman,
Bernardo Dandolo, who had managed the possessions of the Latin Patriarch
of Constantinople, those that Isidore had acquired when Pope Nicholas V
appointed him to the post in 1452.** Apparently, Dandolo had been misap-
propriating most of the funds that for the previous three years should have
legally gone to Isidore. The Venetian Senate did in fact find Dandolo guilty on 4
June 1456, and transferred 1,255 ducats to Isidore,* who, with this sum in hand,
anticipated an amelioration of the present state of his finances.* A more impor-
tant privilege was also granted to Isidore by Venice at this time (18 June 1456),
but was never implemented. His experiences, his services, and his efforts on
behalf of the church are cited, and on this basis, Isidore and the Greek com-
munity of Venice received the right to worship, greco ritu,in a church to be built
in “a suitable place”*

Such honors and privileges, building up around Isidore, certainly attracted
attention, but the cardinal also encountered detractors. One can already notice
the anti-Greek propaganda operating and accelerating against prominent refu-
gees from the Levant, especially since Italian humanists also disliked the pope.
Calixtus III (even though he was a noted humanist himself) had distressed
numerous humanists, who viewed the reign of his predecessor as a lost “golden
age.” Early on Calixtus’s policies alienated the humanists, who then undertook
a campaign against him, producing malicious rumors, in which Isidore was also
implicated. Thus an interesting accusation was made by Bishop Vespasiano da
Bistici:*

Entrato adunque Callisto nel pontificato, e vedendo tanta copia di degni libri, dove
n’erano cinquecento coperti di chermesi e forniti d’ariento; giunto dove era tanta
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copia di libri, si comincio a maravigliare, corne quello che non era uso a vedere se non
letture in carta di bambagia e ricollette; . . . e canonista sanza altra dottrina . . . egli
disse queste parole: vedi in che egl’ha consumato la robba della Chiesa di Dio. E
comincio a gittare via i libri greci, e dononne al Cardinale Ruteno parecchie centinaja
di volumi. Seno il Cardinale tanto vecchio, ch’era alquanto alienato della mente,
quegli libri vennono in mano de’ famigli, . . . e venderono parte per carlini quelli che
erano costati fiorini.

When Calixtus became pope and saw such abundance of precious
books — five hundred bound in crimson velvet with silver enforcement,
he was greatly amazed, as he was accustomed to see books sewn in linen.
He was a jurist without further education . .. he said the following words:
“See how the treasure of the Church of God has been spent!” Then he
began to give away the Greek books. He gave many hundreds of volumes
to the Ruthenian cardinal [Isidore|. The cardinal was very old, and he was
deprived of his senses, these books fell into the hands of his retinue, . . . and
what had cost florins to acquire now sold for pennies.

‘Who were those members of Isidore’s retinue? They are not identified. That Isi-
dore had household servants is not to be doubted, as there is indirect evidence
to suggest that he, like his friend Bessarion, had surrounded himself with Greek
scholars, copyists, and refugees who had fled the Greek world under Ottoman
rule and had sought better conditions in the west. Most of the refugees natu-
rally gravitated towards Bessarion, but Isidore must have attracted his share of
them, who may have found employment in his household. The only evidence
that there was a circle of them employed by Isidore can be supported by a state-
ment of the Greek cleric, Theodoros Agallianos,” who had survived the siege
and sack and had become a member of the Greek Patriarchate during the reign
of Mehmed 11, after the patriarchate’s reconstitution in the days following the
conquest of Constantinople. In one of his writings, Agallianos expressed anger
against his enemies within the patriarchate, who had accused him of improper
priestly conduct. One of his main enemies was George Galesiotes, a megas
skeuophylax of Patriarch Gennadios II (George Scholarios). George’s brother,
Andronikos Galesiotes, we are told, left Constantinople and sought better cir-
cumstances in Italy. Andronikos Galesiotes, Agallianos states, sought employ-

ment in the household of “the cardinal”:*
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TtaAiav €oteilato Kol €v TOIC WAPAGITOLG TATTETOL TOD KAPSIVAAIOL.

At some point Manuel Christonymos came from Adrianople. He had
also come earlier in the reign of the most holy patriarch, Lord Gennadios
[II, that is, George Scholarios| together with Andronikos Galesiotes, the
brother of the megas skeuophylax, but as the patriarch had no need for their
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services, they went back. And he [the brother, that is, Andronikos Galesi-
otes], went to Italy and found employment among the dependents® of the
cardinal [Isidore?].

Agallianos does not state the name of the cardinal. Could it be that by his
reference to “the cardinal” he meant Isidore? Or is it a reference to Bessarion?
Galesiotes may have sought the assistance of either cardinal or perhaps both,
even in succession.” If the allusion is to Isidore, then this is our only reference
to the possible members of the cardinal’s household.

Much “bad press” targeted Isidore, but the malicious gossip ultimately focused
on Calixtus II1,%! who was reputed to be no friend to humanists. Isidore, who
had been rewarded by the pope, became one of the victims. It is interesting
to note that Vespasiano links Isidore to Calixtus III; it seems puzzling because
Isidore was a close friend of Bessarion and Vespasiano had been in the service
of Bessarion. In the eyes of numerous humanists in Italy, Isidore may have not
been considered a true humanist, precisely because he had never mastered Latin
but had labored exclusively on Greek literature. Lacking facility in Latin, Isidore
could not have associated himself with the literary gatherings of the Italian
humanists, who spoke fluent Latin, and when he did so, he must have been in
need of a translator, unless the proceedings were conducted in Attic Greek.This
groundless accusation by Vespasiano must originate in prejudice; after all, he
draws a major distinction: no Latin books were to be given to Isidore (who, the
implication is, would be unable to read them), but only Greek codices. Perhaps
here we may see traces of the anti-Greek propaganda that was directed at Isi-
dore, as Bessarion’s reputation was beyond anyone’s reach; Isidore was the easier
target; other accusations concerning books from the Vatican Library were also
voiced and involved an acquaintance of Isidore, the humanist Francesco Filelfo,
who, as we have seen, had Greek relatives by marriage.” Moreover, there is no
suggestion in the record that Isidore had become senile at this time; again this
extraordinary charge from Vespasiano probably has its origins in the malicious
gossip of Italians who could not understand Isidore’s Greek and probably con-
cluded that he was making no sense.

Filelfo may have been a partner of Vespasiano in spreading bad press on the
jurist pope.” Filelfo, in this negative portrayal of the pope, brought Cardinal
Isidore as well into the picture. We first hear of a problem that Filelfo was fac-
ing, as he was missing a rare manuscript of Plutarch’s Parallel Lives that belonged
to him, which NicholasV had borrowed. After the death of NicholasV Filelfo’s
manuscript disappeared and the humanist became desperate to recover it. Filel-
fo’s letter of December 1457°* to Bessarion explains the intriguing problem:>
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